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CURRENT TOPICS, 

THE FOLLOWING are the names and dates of call to the bar of 
the new Queen’s Counsel: Mr. Ricuarp Lovetanp Lovetanp 
ome Judge, London Sessions), 1865; Mr. Witt 

a.ish Harrison, South-Eastern Circuit, 1867; Mr. Rearwatp 
More Bray, South-Eastern Circuit, 1868 ; Mr. Toomas Griusert 
Carver, Northern Circuit, 1873; Mr. Jonn Atpserson Foors, 
Western Circuit, 1875; Mr. Huwry Chancery Bar 
and South Wales Circuit, 1882; and Mr. Jonw Frepzrice Pee. 
Rawttnson, South-Eastern Circuit, 1884, 





Tuz peatn of Baron Potztock removes from the bench a 
capable and highly-esteemed judge. His title indicates the 
length of his service in that office. He was a a Baron 


of the old Court of E uer_in 1873, and oes liy he ake 
at wor 6 last. But, “a his 
appointment being three years prior to that of Mr. Justice 
wxins—he had shewn no indication of declining powers, and 
when it was announced that he was ing from the Essex 
Assizes on account of indisposition it was not anticipated that 
his illness would assume a serious aspect. The announcement 
on eiguy | of his death on the previous day came as a painful 
shock to the many who had learned to appreciate his sterling 
qualities. With his early associations and. training it was 
saree thek bs. ews See 2 eee office. father, 

Chiet Baron Fostont, was one of most noteworthy j 
of the middle of the century, and the son—though he 
was by no means the only son—has carried on in a less 
conspicuous way the same vocation. To the vast majority 
of et ay wyers his career at the bar is known only 
by hearsay. His early diligence is shown by the reports 
and by the work on merchant shipping with which his name 
was associated. _ ce, with Sees 84,55 Eee 
sessed, materially led to professional advancement, But as a 
judge he has been well known and Rppesang ay < api In 
skool be jan to Coorectaee well, the public; to the 

just to the as as to ublic ; 

cousthemntlen of ivi tases Bs ‘alicia mied and 0 
in his treatment of all who 


ee sere of law; 
had sions belert bien nd and courteous. He wasa 


he was 
judge who worthily maintained the traditions of his order. 
4 
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WE vo nor understand all this mighty hurry about bringing | country certificate, but the magistrate, Mr. D’Eyscovrt, thou : 


the Land Transfer Act, 1897, into force. Section 25 of the 
Act provides that it shall come into operation on the Ist 


at first he was against the country solicitor, and adjourned thy | 


of January next; and until that day, there is, of course, no | provided the solicitor was pro 


power to make an Order in Council under section 20. Nor, it court to inquire whether he h 


case, on the following day allowed it to proceed, — hat, 
ly qualified , it was not for the 


a London or a country certifi.” 


would appear, can the formal notice under sub-section 5 of that ‘cate. If the country solicitor was in the wrong, it would seem 


section be sent to the county council or the accompanying draft 
Order be formally served before that day. But someone seems 
to have discovered that there is no objection to sending a draft 
of tLe proposed Order to the county council before that day, and 
= to decide beforehand whether they will accept 
compulsory registration. Accordingly, we learn that an intima- 
tion has been given to the London County Council that itis pro- 
posed to make an Order applying Part III. of the Land Transfer 
Act to the county of London, and that the Order will declare 
that, ‘‘ As respects the county of London, on and after the Ist 
of July, 1898, registration of title to land is to be compulsory 
on sale. This order may be amended or added to, or repealed by 
Order in Council.”” This notice is dated the 19th of November, 
and it seems to be concluded that if the county council does 
not before the 19th of February, at a meeting specially called 
for the purpose, at which two-thirds (ninety-two) members shall 
be present, resolve and communicate to the Privy Council their 
resolution that, in their opinion, compulsory registration of title 
would not be desirable in their county, the Order will be made. 
We should be glad to know how this notion is reconciled with 
the provisions of the Act. It is, no doubt, highly desirable for 
the Land Registry to ‘“‘nobble” the existing county council, 
before a new election has taken place, but how can any notice 
be validly given under the Act before it has come into opera- 
tion? A still more serious matter appears to be the letter from 
the Lord Chancellor to the Court of emer Council of the City 
of London ‘with reference to the Land Transfer Act of last 
Session, and the desirability, or otherwise, of extending its pro- 
visions to the City.” As our readers all remember, a solemn 

ledge was given in the House of Commons by the Attorney- 

eneral, and assented to by Mr. Batrovr, that the first county 
to be selected should “‘ be the administrative county of London, 
excluding the City.” Now we hear of a letter, in effect, asking 
the City of London to apply to be included in the first com- 
pulsory order. If this is done, a very grave breach of faith will 
be committed with the solicitors to whom the pledge was 
practically given— namely, those opposing the Bill. These 
strange | agar however, are of a piece with the whole 
course of the manwuvres by which the Bill was carried through 
Parliament, and they give a pleasing foretaste of the despotic 
sway which will be exercised when the compulsion clause has 
been put into force. 


WE Have considerable sympathy with the m2mbers of the 
ion who have urged, and are urging, opposition on the 
part of solicitors to the selection of London as the first district 
to be put under compulsion, but we do not think it would be 
advisable for members of the profession to associate themselves 
together, in their capacity of solicitors, for that purpose. Let 
them do all in their power, as individual citizens, to enlighten the 
Committee of the London County Council upon the matter, and 
especially to point out to them that they ought not to be called 
on to express an opinion as to compulsion until the Act has 
come into operation. But for solicitors to organize them- 
selves to oppose the application of compulsion to London 
would, we think, be likely to defeat the object in view. The 
county council would be told that the opposition simply arose 
from the irreconcilable hostility of solicitors, who desired to 
deprive their clients of the priceless boon which compulsion will 
bestow. Solicitors generally have done quite enough in the 
way of opposition to the measure to clear their consciences of 
any | city in the scheme, and we think that, while exer- 
en their rights as citizens, they should rather carefully 
stand aloof from organized opposition to the application of the 
Act to London. 





In tHE course of proceedings in the North London police- 
court last week, objection was taken by a solicitor holding a 
London certificate to the appearance of a solicitor holding a 


| 





that the law is quite strong enough to deal with the case, with. 
out the necessity for magisterial interference. Under section 43° 
of the Stamp Act, 1891, a person who “acts or practises” as q 
solicitor in any court without having in force at the time a duly — 
stamped certificate incurs a ty of £50, and is also inca. 
~ of maintaining any action for the recovery of his costs, 
n the case of a person who has no solicitor’s certificate at all 
it would seem that a single appearance in court would consti< 
tute acting as a solicitor, which would bring him within the 
section and make the penalty recoverable. But in the case of 
certificated solicitor it is necessary to refer to the schedule ig 
order to discover whether he is entitled, under his certificate, to 
appear in the court in question, and the wording of the sche- 
dale differs slightly from that of the section. If the soli- 
citor ‘‘ practises or carries on his business” within ten miles 
from the General Post Office he has to pay, after three y 
a duty of £9; elsewhere in se ae a duty of £6. The 
effect of these enactments was considered by a Divisional Court 
(Fre and Cave, JJ.) in Re Horton (8 Q. B. D. 434), where a 
Birmingham solicitor had attended a taxation in London, and it 
was held that a single appearance did not disqualify him from 
recovering his costs. Stress was laid upon the phrase “ carries 
on his business,” and Frexp, J., intimated that the intention of 
the Legislature was, not to strike at one particular transaction 
within the ten-mile radius, but at the general carrying on of 
business and practising. So Cave, JZ was of Opinion that the 
words ‘‘ practises or carries on his business” pointed to a series 
of acts and not to an isolated transaction. 





THE crrcumsTaNnces under which a solicitor who is acting for 
trustees may make himself liable for a breach of trust are clearly 
defined in the judgment of Lord Szrzorneg, C., in Barnes ¥, 
Addy (L. R. 9 Ch., p. 251). ‘‘Strangers”’—that is, personal) 
other than the trustees—“are n e made constructive 


trustees merely because they act as agents of trustees in na 
ons within their légal powers, transactions, perhaps, of w 
" & ts BC8@) 
port) 





a court of equity isa 


Prustees. here, however, 

y n his duty to the trustees, or where 
he has omitted to inform them that a proposed investment 
would be a breach of trust, it seems clear that the solicitor is 
not liable for the breach of trust, whatever may be his liability 
for negligence. Nor, as appears from the judgment of 8 
LING, J., in the case of Stokes v. Prance | eae yer elsewhere), 
the negligence interfere with any collateral rights which 
solicitor may have acquired in the course of the transaction. 
that case the solicitors acting for the trustees took a transfer of 
a mortgage for £6,000, one- the amount being advanced by 
the trustees and one-half by the solicitors themselves. The 
security was insufficient for the advance, but the solicitom 
omitted to advise the trustees of this. It did not appear that 
the solicitors obtained any indirect benefit by the transaction, 
so that they could not, upon the principles of Barnes v. A 
be held liable fora breach of trust, but it was contended 
under the circumstances, their moiety of the security ought @ 
be postponed to the moiety held by the trustees. The solicitor 
had become bankrupt, so that if the trustees failed to secur 
themselves in this way, their only remedy would be by proof ia 
the bankruptcy for such claim as they might have against t 
solicitors personally. But though, under certain circums 
a solicitor may doubtless prejudice his own position by omik 
ting to give his client proper advice, this result only seems @ 





follow where the neglect to give advice secures some consequem) 
advantage to the solicitor. A solicitor, for instance, who & ; 
a security from a client is not allowed to profit by an unusuay 
wer of sale the effect of which is not explained to the wit 
Cockburn v. Edwards, 18 Oh. D, 449). Where, however, We 


solicitor, as in Stokes v. Prance, is interested jointly with 
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hougs dient in the transaction, both standing on the same footing in | the section by implication applied to the case of a breach of these 
the the matter, this principle does not apply, and Srrere, J., held | regulations the provisions of the Highway Acts as to the appre- 
th y) & h - : 
at, gooordingly that the trustees had no priority over the solicitors | hension of persons guilty of offences under those Acts, wo 
or fh regard to the security. have been to distort the language of a very plain section. The 
“— Legislature has not thought fit to provide any special means of 
eae apprehending offenders against the re; ons as to bicycles con- 
with. Tr arpzars from the decision of Norrn, J., in Pegge v. Neath | tained in section 85, and if the result is to make these regu’ 
~— Tramways Co. to be of comparatively slight importance whether | very difficult to enforce, the remedy lies with the Legislature alone. 
de : an intending debenture holder ac ih | As to furious riding the case is very different: the law. on this 
+ daly the company or not orided ye obleins an undetlakiag Blom subject, as applied to bicycles, depends upon the earlier part of 
inoa, ompany to issue them. This result follows from the onses | secti i 
ihe company to issue them. ¢ follows @ cases | section 85 an upon the hway Acts there referred to. Bicycles 
. — fg which incomp ete debentures have been held to constitute a | are i within the Highway Acts, and therefore the law 
all, equitable security, though the principle does not seem to | as to contained in those Acts is —— to them, 
a foes been applied hitherto in a case where no debentures at all | Turning to section 78 of the Highway Act, 1835, it is found to 
a have been issued. In Re Strand Music Hall Co. (3 DeG. J. &| be an a if : poe = re sort of omen cen bi 
; Sm. 147) bonds were issued as security for ces, the name | as to endanger the life or limb of any , 8 
* , of the obligee being left blank, and in the liquidation of the | offending driver may, by the authority of the Act, with or 
A. company it was contended that the bonds were invalid, and that | without warrant, be apprehended by any person who shall see 
= i. the fon er could only rank as a simple contract creditor. But| such offence committed ; and section 79 contains further pro- 
nile the Court of Appeal held that, though the bonds were invalid, | visions enabling the officers of the highway authority to seize 
~~ |the intention to create the security was sufficient to make it good| any unknown person whom they have seen —— an 
‘The lin equity. ‘Where this court,” said Texte, LJ ‘is satisfied | offence against the Act, and to take him before a justice. That 
a that it was intened to create a charge, and that the parties who | the rider of a bicycle is “driving a ” and may be 
Jourt o do §0, it will give effect | convicted of furious driving under the Highway Act, 1835, was 
ad b any misté r have otealty a by miner kaa, J., nearl in pos 
. ooourred in fempt to effect it.” And so in Hoss v. drm efore the Local Governmen , was aylor ¥. 
from and Navy Hotel Co. (35 W. R. 40, 34 Oh. D, 43), where a coveting Goodwin, 4 Q. B. D. 228), so that the declaration, contained in 
na deed was assumed to be void for want of registration under the | section 85 of that Act, that a bicycle isa was almost 
oti Bills of Sale Acts, it was held that a security was created | superfluous. It is thus abundantly clear that the provisions of 
- ot by the contract in the debentures to give such a security as was | sections 78 and 79 of the Act of 1835 as to the apprehension and 
th intended fo be given by the deed. Another instance of the| punishment of offenders are applicable to furiously-ri 
— invalidity of instruments in consequence of their being issued in | bicyclists, for they are => an offence under that Act ; 
— blank occurred in Re Queensland Land and Coal Co. (42 W. R, | it is equally clear that bicyclists riding at night without a light, 
600; 1894, 3 Ch. 181), where debentures were issued in this| or failing to give audible warning of their approach, are not 
manner. That at law they were ineffectual until the blanks | amenable to the provisions of that Act, but are guilty only of a 
y for had been filled in and the debentures redelivered there was no| breach of the regulations contained in section 85 of the Act of 
arly doubt (Powell v. London and Provincial Bank, 41 W. R. 545 ;| 1888, which section does not provide for their summary arrest by 
3 Y '1893, 2 Oh. 555), but Norn, J., held that they were good in| the casual constable or other onlooker. 
‘sons ‘equity. ‘ Assuming,” he said, ‘a clear, definite contract that 
ctive debentures are to be issued in respect of a loan, the [lender] 
rans: has as a claim as if the debentures had been actually} f[uasr wzex. at the ions, a young man was con- 
Tish | ianued, the only difference being that the claim is equitable and | yigiaf ator tatoos tos tistnIeg thy sue oF one penny 
eive not legal, and he is entitled to hold these debentures in the same | hy § false pretence. Te was newspapers in the street, 
7, OF manner as if the name of the person to whom payment is to be | an, y cryin nows of a sensational character induced the 
lent made had been filled up before execution.” This passage prosecttar to buy one of his papers. This tr-certainly a com- 
the expressly states that the actual issue of the debentures is | mon offence in the Metropolis. At night certain streets are full 
here immaterial], arm a contract to issue them exists, and it|o¢ men and boys shouting false news. Undoubtedly ste 
nent covers, therefore, the circumstances of Pegge v. Neath Tramways | should be taken to punish such offenders, but it will probably 
ve is Co, The plaintiff had advanced money to the defendant com- | strike most persons as rather strange that there is no summary 
ility rs on the security of promissory notes and of an undertaking | method of dealing with them. To set in motion the elaborate 
\rmR- the company to issue to him at any time debentures to &| and costly procedure by indictment in order to punish a wretched 
i corresponding amount of a series then being issued. It was boy who sells a halfpenny journal by telling some trumpery lie 
t held by Nonru, J., that, although no debentures were ever | as to its contents, is very like using a steam-hammer to crack a 
In issued to the — he was entitled by virtue of the under-| walnut, It seems, however, that there is no other way of 
° rt. taking to rank pari passu with the actual debenture-holders. attaining the deaieed Nege and i Nene ane Pere C) ~~ 
be used only where the person 0 y) 
be willing to undergo all the trouble and loss of time of appearing 
itors Tux pxcision in Hatton v. Treeby (1897, 1 Q. B. 452), that a a. cnn i grand jury, and petty jury. Surely it ought 
that constable has no power to stop a bicyclist riding at night without | to be made an offence, punishable pe Br with some small 
tion, slight, has given rise to a misapprehension in some quarters. penalty, for newsvendors to cry news which they have no reason 
diy} (Tthas been thought that the decision applies to cases of furious | to believe is contained in their pa whether they obtain 
chat, |fiding as well as of riding without a Tigh But a glance at| money thereby or not. The very wide powers, however, which 
t case, and the enactments upon which it turned, easily i and poli in some directions, in 








| Mgulations as to carrying lights and sounding bells or whistles, 


lisposes of this notion. The section which requires bicyclists 
tocarry lights after dark is section 85 of the Local Government 
Act, 1888. That section begins by declaring that bicycles and 
tther similar machines are “carriages within the meaning of 
the Highway Acts,” and it goes on to provide that “the follow- 
ing additional regulations shall be observed by any person or 
Persons riding or being upen such carriages”; then follow the 


ind the penalty for breach of these regulations. It will at once 
be observed that the regulations thus prescribed rest upon their 
wn authority alone, and are in no way d u the 

way Acts, or upon the fact that bicycles have been declared 


London, are as remarkable as their limitations in direc- 
tions. It will surprise many people (even lawyers) to learn that 
there is any restriction yo the distribution in the streets of 
inoffensive handbills. evertheless, at the Guildhall lice- 
court a few days ago a boy was convicted of distributing i 
bills outside the Stock Exchange without the permission of the 
Commissioner of Police. This conviction was under section 9 
of the Metropolis Streets Act, 1867, which that ‘‘no 
picture, print, board, a or notice, except in such form 
and manner as may be approved of by the Commissioner of 
Police, shall, by way of advertisement, be carried or distributed 
in any street” within four miles of Charing Oross by any 





the earlier part of the section to be ‘‘ carriages,” To hold that 





person riding in a vehicle or on horseback or on foot, under pain 
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of a penalty. The provision, however, does not apply to the 
sale of newspapers ; the Act only applies to the distribution of 
prints if they are of the nature of advertisements, and it may 
well be doubted whether in this case the alderman was correct 
in holding that the document in question was an advertisement. 
It ap to have been a reprint from a financial journal of a 
certain telegram from South Africa, and it does not seem to 
have been distributed by the journal as an advertisement of the 
‘paper, but in order to draw the attention of stockbrokers to the 
matter of the telegram. The alderman, however, thought that 
if a newspaper, or even a reprint bearing the name of a news- 

, is given away, it must of necessity be an advertisement 
Uf that paper. It is not improbable that the matter may be 
taken to the High Court. 


Tnx Court of Appeal have reversed the judgment of the 
Divisiona] Court (Wricut and Kenyzpy, JJ.) in Hx parte Page, 
and have granted a rule nisi for a prerogative writ of mandamus 
to compel the lord of a manor to admit the devisees of a deceased 
tenant. It appears that, according to the custom of the manor 
of Kingsland, in Herefordshire, the lord of the manor is entitled 
to a heriot on the death of a tenant, and such heriot may be 
either the best beast, or the best jewel, or the best suit of 
clothes of the deceased tenant. In the present case the deceased 
tenant had neither beast nor jewel, and the lord of the manor 
rejected the proffered suit of clothes, claiming a fee of twenty 
guineas instead. In such a case the old-fashioned remedy is by 
prerogative writ of mandamus to compel the lord to admit the 
new tenant (2. v. Coggan, 6 East 431); but some doubt has 
been caused as to this remedy being now available by the 
decision in Reg. v. Lambourne Valley Railway Co, (22 Q. B. D. 


463). Itisa general xule that the prerogative writ of mandamus 
will not be ted where the applicant has another effective 
remedy Tor-satorsing bis Tight; end, since a mandamus can be 
siiieaal in an action (Judicature Act, 1873, s. 25 (6); R. 8. C., 
1883, ord. 53), it is possible to argue that the proper procedure 
is now by action of mandamus, and not by prerogative writ. 
Accordingly, in Reg. v. Lambourne Valley Railway Co. it was held 
that the writ would not lie against a wy ed to compel the 
registration of a transfer of shares, since the relief could be 
given in an action —of_ mandamus. The notion, however, that 
the action disp he prerogative writ was dis- 
carded by Day, J., in Baxter v. London County Council (638 
L. J. 767), and in his view the action for a mandamus was 
| [simply an attempt to engraft upon the common law remedy a 
right in the nature of specific performance; in other words, it 
was available only where an action would lie between the 
parties, the mandamus being ancillary to the action. In Zz 
parte Page the Divisional Court refused the prerogative writ of 
mandamus, apparently on the authority of Reg. v. Lambourne 
Valley Railway Co., and held that the proper remedy for the 
devisees of the deceased tenant was by action of mandamus. 
But the case is not one in which the devisees are asking for 
mandamus—in the words of Day, J. in Baxter v. London County 
Council—‘‘ for the purpose of enforcing a private right in respect 
of which private litigation has arisen,’ and the Court of Appeal 
have decided in favour of the prerogative writ. It is, peshags, 
of no great moment whether the right is enforced in one form 
or the other, but if the two forms are allowed to 

it should be laid down clearly to what cases each is 





From tue case of Jn the Goods of Maria Stiles (Deceased), heard 
before Sir F. Jzunz on the 22nd inst., it seems that the question 
has never been decided whether, since the Probate Act, 1857, 
an executor who has renounced probate, and whose renunciation 
has been filed, can afterwards retract such renunciation. The 
first question seemed to be how far section 79 of the Probate 
Act, 1857, had interfered with the old practice of the ecclesi- 
astical courts. From the authorities referred to, this practice 
seems to have been that a renunciation was not treated as a 
final act, and that whenever a new representation was required to 
the estate of a deceased m, it was necessary to cite all the 


p*rties having a prior claim to the applicant, although such 
parties had on previous occasions renounced their rights. The 





Legislature, by 20 & 21 Vict. c. 77,8. 79, and 21 & 22 Vig 
c. 95, 8. 16, aimed at stopping thie inconvenience ; but it way 
contended that these enactments were not meant to prevent retrag. 
tation, on sufficient grounds, of a renunciation, even when it 

been filed. In Re Morant (L. R.3 P.& D. 151) it washag me 2% 
that a person may retract a renunciation at any time before it jy © 
filed in the registry, and that a renunciation did not exist as aq 
effective instrument until it had been recorded; but ther 

seemed to be no decision to shew whether a renunciation could by 

retracted after it had been filed. There is, however, a dictum qf 

Lord Penzance in In the Goods of Badenach (3 Sw. & Tr. 465), re 











ferring to section 79 of 20 & 21 Vict. c. 77, to the effect that whe 
was nothing in that section to prevent the court from allowingg For 
retractation according to the old practice in a case fit for it. And ' 
in In the Goods of Gill (L. R. 3 P. & D. 118) Hawwen, P., without 3 
deciding the question, said: ‘I should not hastily decide thaj rrr 
the court is powerless to permit an executor who has renounced thereto 
on good grounds to retract his renunciation.” Guided by thes transfe 
dicta, and acting on the principle that to allow the retractation have of 
was for the benefit of the estate, Sir F. Jzunz decided the ques It 1 
tion in favour of the applicant, and allowed him to retract his the re 
renunciation. estate 
of his 

In view of the magnitude and importance of the cases now a 
determined in the county courts, it is not easy to understand the 
why those courts do not yet possess any original jurisdiction a real 
over actions of breach of promise, libel, slander, or sedue- to real 
tion, especially as they retain derivative jurisdiction over them, benefi 
by virtue of section 66 of the County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 ever, | 
Vict. c. 43). Certainly such actions do not, as a rule, give rise : 
to difficult questions at law, though, equally with actions for = 
malicious prosecution (which are no longer excepted from the would 
jurisdiction of the ¢ounty courts), they often involve grave section 
issues affecting the character and position of the P ori In p 
Possibly one reason for the exception referred to is, that the not 
cases ——. in it are eminently fit to be determined benefic 
juries rather than by a judge alone, and should, therefore, be intesta 
tried in the High Court, where a common or special jury of which 
twelve persons is obtainable, rather than in a county coutt tion sh 
where litigants have to be content with a jury of five, and trial real es 
by special jury is not available under any circumstances, kin) a1 
While, however, there certainly seems to be no adequate section 
reason why the number of a county court jury should not be person 
increased to the magic figure twelve, where either the parties passes 
desire it, or the judge recommends it, we venture to think that, ay 
at all events so far as actions for breach of promise, —_— rig 
and libel are concerned, they could adequately be disposed agains 
by the county courts with their existing machinery. Un Nex 
doubtedly, such an increase of county court jurisdiction would 
afford considerable relief to the High Court, and diminish the (2) 
necessity for the appointment of an additional judge, if it did 
not altogether remove it. On the other hand, however, it 
impose a fresh burden, of no light weight, upon the county 
court ‘judges; to enable them to bear which it would be 
necessary, either to increase their number, or else enlarge con 
siderably the contentious jurisdiction of the’ registrars of the 
county courts. 

On the 18th inst., say the Zimes reporter, on the hearing before Keke No ¢ 
wich, J., of a case upon the construction of a will, an office cony ot to prot 
probate was, as , handed up to his lordship, a copy being to be i 
more conveniently handled and read in such cases than the large skins Thon 
parchment = which the probate is, according to the common practice, secures 
engrossed. . Justice Kekewich said: When solicitors learn to engro® 
their probates bookwise we shall read them comfortably. rr 

Mr. Ernest Baggallay, the magistrate at West Ham Police-court, has, Oa 
for a long past experienced great difficulty in dealing with lads of ages 
ranging between fifteen and taenty charged with “sleeping out” and give a 
other minor offences. In the huge manufacturing district of West a genera 

has shewn that work is easily found for boys even though Para 
have been in trouble, but the lads soon lose their situations unless they ~ 
have the advantages of decent and respectable homes. Mr. Ps 
having long been confronted with this difficulty, has decided to statt® pe 
houre (or home) where such lads can find lodgings provided they ee uM _per 
work and contribute something towards their support ; and it has teatacy 
ed that the house shall be under the d supervision of Pure 


te, who will be assisted by a local committee. 
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THE REAL REPRESENTATIVE. 
II, 


Ix our article of last week we endeavoured to point out what 
appear to be the principal defects of section 1 of the Land 
alee Act, 1897, and we confined our attention, for the most 

to the working of that section in connection with the 
general law. 3 

We now propose to deal with section 2 ; in passing to set out 
briefly the effect of sub-section 2 of that section, to make a 
few suggestions with regard to the practice to be adopted until 
the law is rendered less obscure. 

For convenience we here set out sub-section 1 : 

2.— (1). Subject to the powers, rights, duties, and liabilities herein- 
after mentioned, the personal representatives of a deceased person shall 
hold the real estate as trustees for the persons by law beneficially entitled 
thereto, and those persons shall have the eame power of requiring a 
transfer of real estate as persons beneficially entitled to personal estate 
have of requiring a transfer of such personal estate. 


It was no doubt intended by this sub-section only to make 
the representative a trustee after he had fully administered the 
estate ; but if any effect is to be given to this enactment, some 
of his powers as executor or administrator of the real estate 
must be destroyed by making him a trustee. 

Again, why is it necessary to confer any express power on 
the beneficiaries to require a transfer of the real estate? If 
a real representative is placed on the same footing with 
to real estate as an executor with regard to chattels real, the 
beneficiaries would have the right as of course; there is, how- 
ever, no ground for objecting to this power, except that it is 
superfluous. 

t follows, then, if our contention is ¢orrect, that the Act 
would have been none the worse, and perhaps better, if the sub- 
section had been omitted. 

In passing, it may be well to note that the sub-section does 
not expressly preserve the right of testators to di of the 
beneficial interest in their land nor the rights of the heir on an 
intestacy. It is, in fact, left to be inferred from sub-section 4, 
which directs that the court in granting letters of administra- 
tion shall have regard to the rights of persons interested in the 
real estate, and gives to the heir (if not also one of the next-of- 
kin) an equal right with the next-of-kin to the grant, and from 
section 3 (1). When we know that one of the “ incidents” of 
personal estate (see sub-section 3, set out infra) is that it 
passes to the statutory next-of-kin on an intestacy, we may 
perhaps be pardoned for —e to find an express saving of 
the rights of the heir, including the right to ‘oes roceedings 
against a third party for recovery of possession of the land. 

Next to consider sub-section 2, which is as follows: 


(2) All enactments and rules of law relating to the effect of probate 
or letters of administration as respects chattels real, and as 
respects the dealing with chattels real before probate or adminis- 
tration, and as respects the payment of costs of administration 

and other matters in relation to the administration of personal 

estate, and the powers, rights, duties, and liabilities of personal 
representatives in respect of personal estate, shall apply to real 
estate so far as the same are applicable, as if that real estate were 

a chattel real vesting in them or him, rave that it shall not be 

lawful for come or one only of several joint representa- 

tives, without the authority of the court, to sell or transfer real 
estate. 


No express jurisdiction is conferred on the court with 
to spare &e., in respect of real estate, this, again, being left 
to be inferred from sub-section 4. 

Though we think that greater simplicity would have been 
secured had chattels real, together with real estate, been made 
to devolve on the real representative, still this sub-section will, 
it appears, give ~yap wpe results; these are so im- 
portant that, at the cost of appearing tedious, we pro to 
give a short summary of them so fer as they salt to tis 
general law. 

Paramount power of sale.—This sub-section enables the 
Tepresentatives of a deceased person 
brpores of administration by a power paramount to the title of 

ns beneficiall Lm 
d 














Purchaser need not inquire into necessity of sale—As in the case 





of executors selling leaseholds, so, 
Uinuie vbcher a mis i semmnay cp peapere of 
to inquire w er & necessary purposes 
administration or not; nor, it would seem, is there any limit of 
time during ong ot a sale can be made, — the 
representatives have not —— i paramount power, 
= instance, by ‘On 1018 to devise: Re Venn and Furse’s 
01). 

ress charge for payment of debte—A charge of debts is 
let on real estate whether devised specifically or not (see 
paying them where necessary, notwithstanding the testator 
crea 
coqeee to the paramount power of sale and to the existing 
liability of real estate. 
As between the — re tatives and their beneficiaries, 
the powers must be exercised with due regard to their rights. 
for payment of debts unless the property primarily liable is 
insufficient to meet them. 


Contract (1894, 2 Oh. 1 
sub-section 3), and a sale may be made for the purpose of 
no express charge. This reform is unnecessary, having 
Powers of personal representatives as regards their beneficiaries. — 
Thus the personal representatives ought not to sell real estate 
Effect of constitution of real representative as regards unregistered 


land.—The actual benefits as unregistered land obtained 
by the constitution of a real re tative appear to be confined 
to the case where title is by the representative 


(presumably for purposes of administration), thus ousting, as 


regard | regards a purchaser in good faith, the rights of the heir or 
devisee. 


Succession duty on sale by personal representatives.—Personal 
————— can sell cha’ — free from pepe duty, 
as the duty is a charge, not upon the i at u 
the beneficial interest of the successor ( wean Duty Ret, 
1853, ss. 1 and 19). This ought now to be the case as regards 


all real estate, but, having — to section 5 (which provides 
that nothing in Part I. shall any duty), a purchaser cannot 
be safely advised to accept this view. 


Estate duty.—Estate duty stands on a different footing, since. 


under the Finance Act, 1894, 8,9 (1), a rateable part of tho 
duty is made a first charge on in respect of which dut 
is leviable, which does not pass to the executor as such, thoug 
real estate under section 1 suprd now to the executor as 
such, the charge for estate duty is saved by section 5 infra. A 
= eS be made, oe “_ = (Piuneee — the 
is for the purpose of raising the duty ce Act, 1595, 
s.9 (5) ); nor can a purchaser assume that the sale is for this 


Power of sale how extinguished,—The 
this sub-section will be extinguished, where the land is specifi- 
cally devised in settlement by a conveyance, or assent (the Act 
ought to have made a written assent a by the personal 
representatives to the uses declared by the will; or if they are 
themselves the trustees of the settlement, by a conveyance to 
uses or by a declaration that they will hold upon the trusts 
declared by the will, according as the limitations are legal or 
equitable, in the case of in by a conveyance to the heir, 
and in the case of a specific devise in fee simple by an assent 
under section 3 (1), or (as is ramet by a conveyance. It is 
conceived, however, that the power co: by section 3 (1) to 
assent to any devise is no more applicable to a residuary devise 
than the common law assent is applicable to a residuary gift of 
leaseholds. 

Dealings before probate.—An executor derives his title from the 
will, not from probate; and may do all acts incident to his 
office before he proves the will (Goodeve’s Personal P; , 
2nd ed., p. 385; Williams’ Executors, 9th ed., p. 249). Thus 
he may sell under the paramount power conferred by this sub- 
section, or execute a con or declaration of trust in favour 
of the beneficiaries under the will, or assent to a specific devise ; 
but, if his acts are relied on as matters of title, a subsequent 


An executor can maintain and through actions founded 
on his actual ion of the subject-matter of the action 
before probate (15. 253); and persons deri title under him 


are in the same position (1b, 254); he may also commence an 
action and continue nse sb ain uatil quvtiedion of probate is 


| probate must be shewn (1b. 251). 


wer of sale given by. 





, under this sub-section, a \\ 
concerned 
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a 268)" and it is sufficient if he obtains the probate in time 
}b. 255). 
An administrator has, of course, no title until the grant. 
Effect of order for administration—The powers of a personal 
representative under this sub-section will be taken away by an 
er for administration which has been registered as a /is 
pendens, whether an injunction or a receiver has been obtained 
or not ( Wigram v. Buckley, 1894, 3 Ch. 483, 493). 
Will of real estate must be proved.—Where a testator dies after 
1897 the title of his devisee will now depend to a great extent 
on the probate, for although the executor may assent to the 


devise before probate, nevertheless the right to give the nt 
mugt be eyi t probate, hence ¢ purchaser Will in all 


cases insist on probate being taken out. 
‘ower to lease real estate.—Personal representatives may sub- 
demise their testator’s chattels real, but the under-lessee takes 
— to the question whether an underlease is is the best 
mode of administering the assets (Wms. Exors., 9th ed., p. 
808). It may be questioned, however, whether this sub-section 
confers any power to lease real estate. 

We may now consider sub-section 8 : 

(3) In the administration of the assets of a person dying after the 
commencement of this Act, his real estate shall be administered 
in the same manner, subject to the same liabilities for debt, costs, 
and expenses, and with the same incidents, as if it were personal 
estate; provided that nothing herein contained shall alter or 
affect the order in which real and personal assets respectively are 
now applicable in or towards the payment of funeral and testa- 
mentary expenses, debts or legacies, or the liability of real estate 
to be charged with the payment of legacies. 


The first part of this sub-section is copied from clause 74 of 
the Bill of 1888, under which Bill, as we pointed out in our 
previous article, the devolution of the beneficial interest in real 
estate on intestacy was to be assimilated to that of personal 
estate. Now that this object is no longer in view, the sub-section 
is hardly what is required, inasmuch as it throws some doubt on 
the — of the heir; moreover, the proviso nearly reduces 
the first part to nothing. 

Under sub-section 2 all the liabilities of personal represen- 
tatives in respect of personal estate apply to real estate, so far 
- same are applicable, as if that real estate were a chattel 


This would seem to render residuary real estate liable to the 
payment of legacies, notwithstanding that there is no charge in 
the will, since chattels real not specifically bequeathed are so 
Viable. Nor do the words ‘‘so far as the same are applicable” 
appear to alter this construction. 

y sub-section 3 real estate is directed to be administered 
‘“‘ with the same incidents as if it were personal estate,” one of 
those incidents of course being a liability for payment of legacies, 
and it is only the order of administration which is preserved by 
the proviso ; the last clause seems merely to express the right of 
a testator to exonerate his personal estate. 

The general result, then, appears to be the same as if the 
deceased had by his will charged his residuary real estate with 
the payment of legacies, in aid of, but without prejudice to the 
primary liability of, his personal estate. 

This view is confirmed by section 4, under which personal 
representatives may <a ag residuary real estate in pay- 
ment of legacies. Otherwise, under that section, they might, 
subject to appeal, alter the rights of the residuary devisees by 
means of an appropriation. We apprehend, however, that this 
reform was not contemplated by the Legislature, since it may 
work considerable injustice to persons claiming under a will, 
executed before 1898, of a testator who died after 1897, and is 
wholly unnecessary for the purposes of the Act. | 

Lastly, we will venture to make a few suggestions with regard 
to the changes in conveyancing practice which may be rendered 
advisable by reason of the defects in these sections. 

Nothing, clearly, can be done to avoid some questions arising 
—for instance, as to whether the fee simple does or does not pass 
on the death of a tenant for life or in tail—nor can anything be 
done with respect to real estate passing on an intestacy. 


Testators may, however, by devising all their real estate to 


their executors, insure that, unless they* renounce probate and 
disclaim the devise, it will pass either under section 1 or by 
virtue of the will, and may confer on the executors the like 





powers with respect to property passing by virtue of the will ag 
they have under the Act. 4 
Further, any disability to which the executors are made ~ 
subject during administration by reason of their being created ~ 
trustees under section 2 (1) may be set aside by a testator, and | 


pecuniary legacies may be made conti 
estate being sufficient to meet them as well as the debts. 

The above precautions would; however, be of no avail in the 
case of an administration de bonis non. But it is not now con- 


tended that the difficulties, which would be avoided by meang — 


of these slight changes in practice, are sufficiently serious to 
afford good reason for a testator to make a new will in conse. 
quence only of the passing of the Act. We, however, feel 
confident that the more these provisions of the Act are studied 
the less they will be appreciated; and we cannot refrain from 
expressing the opinion that the chance of a successful winding 
up, without the assistance of the court, of the estate of any 
landowner who is so inconsiderate to his successors as to die 
after the 3lst of December next, and before the Act has been 
amended, has been rendered somewhat remote. 








REVIEWS. 
REAL PROPERTY LAW. 


THE MopEerRN LAw oF REAL PROPERTY, WITH AN APPENDIX CoN- 
TAINING THE VENDOR AND PuronaserR Act, 1874; THE Coy- 
VEYANOING Acts, 1881 To 1892; THe SeTrLeD Lanp Acts, 1882, 
To 1890; THe MARRIED WoMEN’s PRorPERTY Acts, 1882 AND 1893; * 
AND THE TRUSTEE AcT, 1893, ss. 10-12. By the late L. A, 
GoopEvVE. FourtH Epririon. By Sir Howarp WARBURTON 
ELPHINSTONE, Bart., M.A., one of the Conveyancing Counsel of 
the Court ; James W. Ciark, M.A., and ArrHuR Dickson, LL.B., 
Barristers-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


In the hands of its present editors, Goodeve’s Law of Real Property, 
while retaining to a large extent its original characteristics, has 
become a good deal more than a student’s text-book, and it is 
entitled to rank as a sound exposition of the present law of real 
property, with no more historical matter than is necessary to 
explain the existing law, and with references by which inquiry on 
any particular point can be successfully pursued. The new law 
which has had to be incorporated in this edition is not, so far as it 
depends on statutes, extensive. The Conveyancing Act, 1892, the 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1893, and the sections of the 
Trustee Act, 1893, relating to the appointment of new trustees, have 
been included in the appendix, and the Voluntary Conveyances 
Act, 1893, is referred to in the text. But whatever may 
be the output of the Legislature, editors have an ever-flowing stream 
of case law to deal with, and the law of.real property is continually 
receiving accessions in this way. Among recent decisions which are 
referred to in this edition one of ial practical importance is Re 
Ca Kenderding’ (45 W. RB. 484), while the doctrine of 
consoli of mo: has been explained in Pledge v. While 
(1896, A. C. 187), the duties of a in exercising his powe? 
of sale pan #3 Kennedy v. De Tra (45 W. ~~ oP tale 
protection affo so eee y getting in the le 
examined in Bailey v. Barnes (42 W. BR. 66). Again, Liquidation Estates 
Co. v. Willoughby (1896, 1 Ch. D. 726) shews that the questionable 
doctrine of Z'oulmin v. Steere (3 Mer. 210), that the purchaser of aa 
equity of redemption who pays off a mortgage does so for the benef'* 
of the subsequent incumbrancers, is a reliable authority. 
These are only a few of the recent cases referred to in the prese 
edition, and the notes bear in other ways ample evidence of the desire 
of the editors to give their readers control, either actual or potential, 
of the entire law of real property. 





ARBITRATIONS. 


A Concisz TREATISE ON THE LAW OF ARBITRATIONS AND AWARDS, 
WITH AN APPENDIX OF PRECEDENTS AND STATUTES. By JosEPi 
HAWoRTH REDMAN, Barrister-at-Law. Turrp Epition. Butter- 
worth & Co. 


The Arbitration Act, 1889, has been passed since the last edition of 
Mr. Redman’s useful volume on the Law of Arbitration and Awards, 
and a new edition incorporating the Act and bringing the references 
to the authorities up to date is welcome. The object of the book is 
to afford a portable work which the practitioner can without incom 


venience have at hand in the actual course of an arbitration; but it — 


does more than satisfy the requirements of a mere handy volum®, — 
and the law is stated with sufficient fulness, and with sufficient 


mt on the personal — 
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references, either to give or to afford the necessary clue to all the 
information that will —— be wanted. Upon one important 
question connected with aw there seems to exist at present a 
deal of uncertainty. Under the Act of 1889, as under the 
ious law, it is possible to get tid of an invalid award by moving 
the High Court to set it aside, and before the Judicature Acts it was 
held at common law that this was the only way of impeaching it, so 
that in an action to enforce the award its invalidity could not be 
eaded by way of defence (Thorburn v. Barnes, L. RB. 2 C. P. 384). 
e award might, however, be got rid of by bill in equity. Since 
the Judicature Acts it has nm thought that any defence is 
available which would formerly have been the ground for relief 
in equity, and Mr. Redman (p. 297) adopts this view except 
for cases where the award is impeachable on account of 
misconduct in the arbitrators. Some countenance is — 
to the exception by a passage from the judgment of Lopes, - 
in Bache v. Billingham (1894, 1 Q. B., p. 112); but it seems diffi- 
cult to support it on principle. If an equitable defence avails in 
one case, it should apparently avail in all. The grounds on which an 
award can be set aside are very clearly stated by Mr. Redman, and 
due prominence is given to the somewhat illogical distinction that an 
award cannot be set aside for mistake of the arbitrator either in law 
or fact, unless the mistake appears either on the face of the award or 
in some paper accompanying and forming part of it. The reason for 
refusing to interfere with an award on the ground of mistake is 
doubtless a good one. The parties choose the arbitrator to be their final 
judge. But it is difficult to see how the fact that he has placed his 
mistake on the face of the award can make any difference. Mr. 
Redman’s book has been carefully edited, and its utility is con- 
siderably increased by the extensive collection of precedents and 
forms given in the appendix. 





PRINCIPLES OF PLEADING. 


Tue PRINCIPLES OF PLEADING, PRACTICE, AND PROCEDURE IN CIVIL 
AcTIONS IN THE HicH Court oF Justice. By W. BLAKE ODGERS, 
M.A., LL.D., Q.C. Third Edition, Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


In these days of lax pleading it is satisfactory to know that the 
rising generation of pleaders can have at their side a book so full of 
instruction, both as to the groundwork upon which the rules of 
pleading rest and as to the practical application of those rules, as 
that of Dr. Odgers. His work proceeds upon the right lines ; every 
rule is copiously illustrated by instances drawn sometimes from 
reported cases, sometimes from the experience of the author. The 
book is primarily intended for the use of students, and cannot be 
regarded as a substitute for the ‘‘ White Book” or such standard 
works as ‘‘ Chitty’s Archbold”; but it contains much that should be 
of use to the more mature practitioner, and if its instructions were 
always borne in mind there would be less of the modern slipshod 
pleading and less necessity to have recourse to the power of amend- 
ment so often exercised by indulgent judges. The remarks as to 
evasive denials and interrogatories are particularly good. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Encyclopedia of the Laws of England. Being a New Abridgment 
by the Most Eminent Legal Authorities, under the General Editorship 
of A. Woop Renton, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Volume 4: 
tea to Employers and Workmen. Sweet & Maxwell 

mited ). 


A General View of the Law of Property. By J. ANDREW STRAHAN, 
M.A., LL.B., assisted by J. SuvcLairn Baxter, B.A., LL.B. (Lond.), 
een-at-Lanw. Second Edition. Stevens & Sons (Limited 

ice 12s. 6d. 


The Law of Master and Servant, with a Chapter on Ap 
By Exnest ALBERT PARKYN, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
&Co.; Shaw & Sons. 


ticeship. 
utterworth 








The newly-appointed judges, Justices Bigham, Darling, 
were to proceed to Windsor Castle on Thursday in order 
honour of knighthood at the hands of her Majesty. 


> — Knox Little writes to the Times ee to Lod late Baron 
ollock: ‘‘I had the happiness and honour of welcoming as a guest 
at my table when he was in Worcester, and of being welcomed at his. 


and Channell, 
to receive the 


at struck me was this—on one occasion, noticing that he looked pale 
and tired, I remarked that his work must be exha' . He answ in 
Words like these: ‘ I have had to be up almost all nig! t; for to sentence 
tome, especially the young—young men and boys—is such an awful re- 


y' 
peal fy You must think carefully what is right, what is best for 
You need ’—there are his exact words—‘so much thought 
He was that great—nay, greater—thing, a good msn.” 


ir souls, 
and prayer.’ 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
FEE OF PROFESSIONAL WITNESS. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—With regard to ‘‘ Mark Lane’s” query as to what further fee a 
professional witness is entitled to where such witness has been in 
attendance, waiting for a case to come on in which he has been sub- 
penaed (and fee’d with £1 1s.), and where 
another sittings. Thereis no direct authorit; 
the case of Martin v. Andrews (26 L. J. Q. 
bold’s Practice of the Q. B., 12th ed., 
your corr t in coming to the 
witness will be entitled to any reasonable cost he 
incurred, though he may not actually have given 
the case have come on. And this logically leads to the inorease of his 
fee of £1 1s. by such sum as will meet such reasonable cost. 

Two years I had experience of a case where a defendant hai 
been sued for the return of a sum paid him by way of conduct money 
and for giving evidence at a trial. He was not a professional witness, 
but of the nature of an expert, he 
required under his subpoena to attend 
an action and to prepare himself 
The action was settled without 


never actually made the journey to 


ever, to be entitled to retain the on the ground that 
he had been put to trouble and had lost time in himeelf to 
give evidence. The learned jodge was of o by the 

that he was entitled to remunera- 


authorities referred to) 
tion for trouble and loss of time incurred, though he had never 
actually given, or gone to the place where he was required to give, 
his according! 





idence, and j t was given y: 
I trust this may assist ‘‘ Mark Lane.” Lsx. 
Nov. 22. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 
Sir,—I think the following facts may interest your readers : 
In a recent divorce suit, in which I ted the respondent 
(the wife), the husband’s ion was di and a decree nisi for 


divorce with costs granted my client on her answer. 

Among the witnesses naed on behalf of the respondent was 
her husband’s brother-in-law, formerly a solicitor ia practice but 
who has not since 1884 taken out a certificate. This witness was 
not called. The case lasted six days. Under the circumstances, and 
taking into consideration the relationship of the witness, who lived 
in London, I considered £2 2s. and 10s. 6d. conduct money sufficient 
remuneration. On taxation the regi refused to allow this £2 2s. 

The witness brought an action in the county court for £12 12s., 
and the county court judge gave judgment in full. 

Who is right, the registrar or the county court judge? and when 
such authorities disagree how are solicitors to advise their clients ? 

RESPONDENT'S SOLICITOR. 





DECLARATIONS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—The correspondence on this sub pearing in your issue of 
last week has ae ie ein the Council of the 
Law Society, and I have been favoured with the following reply : 

“The eeery a. —_ =e - your letter of the 
15th inst., to wii copy of your 
with Mr, Chamberlain. 

‘‘The Council must assume that the Canadian authorities are 
within their rights in prescribing that a Declaration of 
Crigin may be made before persons not being commissioners, 
&c., and they think that it would be undesirable to attempt 
to interfere with their regulations.” 

I should have thought it was within the province of the law society 
to have ascertained whether the Canadian authorities were within 
their rights in prescribing that certain declarations might be made 
and taken in this country before “any person, &s.,”"’ and I shou'd 
have assumed the con P Gzo. L. WINGATE. 

84, Angel-court, E.C., Nov. 24. 





THE LAND TRANSFER ACT, 1897. 
[To the Yditor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Notice of intention to apply this Act to the county of London 
has been given to the London Council, and the matter is now 








under the consideration of a sub-committee of that body end also 
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of a sub-committee of the Common Council of the City of 
London 


I trust that steps will be taken t6 inform the members of these 
sub-committees of the objections to making the interests of the 
property-owners of this county the subject of experiment. Much 
can be done by the profession individually, but probably it would be 
advisable to form a committee of London solicitors who would co- 
operate with owners of property, building societies, bankers, and 
others who are affected by the Act. 

The fact that the interests of the profession are recognized by the 
Act does not, it appears to me, relieve us from the obligation of 
trying to save our clients from the dire results which its application 

entail upon them. A Soxicrror. 


London, Novy. 24. 





STAMPS ON GRANTS RESERVING GROUND-RENTS TO 
MORTGAGEES. 


[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—There having been considerable misapprehension in Bristol 
and elsewhere as to the correct stamping of grants in which the 
-rents are reserved to mortgagees, I have taken the trouble, 
as far as possible, to set the matter at rest. With the consent of 
Messrs. J. L. and E. T. Daniell, I have therefore much pleasure in 
ing you particulars of the correspondence which has taken place 
between their firm and myself and the Solicitor to the Inland 
Revenue, Stamp Department, as follows: 
Whitson Chambers, 36, Nicholas-street, Bristol, 
9th December, 1896. 
To the Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 

Dear Sir,—A client of ours has purchased a building-estate which 
he has mortgaged for £3,500. The estate will be divided into at 
least 120 building-plots, and a separate grant in fee farm of each 
plot will be made in duplicate, reserving ground-rents mostly of £2 10s. 
or £2 12s, 6d. These rents will be reserved to the mortgagee as such, 
and subject to the equity of redemption. 

_ Below you will find copy of a clause which we propose to insert 
in each grant. 

A question arises as to the amount of stamp-duty upon each grant, 
and we wish to refer you to p. 158 of Alpe’s Stamp-Duties (3rd 
edition), in which Mr. Alpe expresses the opinion that such grants 
are ae with 6d. per £100 as substituted security, the 
additional duty not exceeding 10s. in administration. It appears to 
us that if the words underlined by us are inserted in the grant, the 
additional duty will be only 6d. Will you please inform us whether 
you consider our view to be correct.—We are, yours truly, 

J. L. and E. T, DANTIELL. 

And it is declared that the rent hereinbefore reserved to the said 
[mortgages] and the benefit of the grantees covenants herein con- 
tained shall be subject to such and the like right or equity of 
redemption as the hereditaments hereby mg were subject to 
under or by virtue of the said indenture of mortgage immediately 
before the execution of these presents but shall be deemed to be security 
for only £57 10s.* of the whole mortgage-debt. 


Whitson Chambers, 36, Nicholas-street, Bristol, 


19th December, 1896, 
To the Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 

Dear Sir,—We shall be much obliged if you can give us an 
ony answer to our letter of the 9th inst. 

We find the question of stamp-duty on grants in which mortgagees 
join is much discussed locally, and the claim which we understand 
the Government are making for additional duty at the rate of 6d. 
for each £100 of the whole mortgage-debt will in many cases be 
prohibitive. 

It appears to us that with the clause which we propose to insert in 
the grants the amount of additional duty cannot exceed 6d. for a 
rent or rents not exceeding £100 in value. 

We think that the whole question may well receive the serious 
attention of the Commissioners, so that if even such a clause is not 
inserted, the amount of additional duty may be made to correspond 
with the value of the rents reserved by each grant, say 20 years’ 
purchase.—We are, yours truly, J. L. and E. T. DANIELL. 


Somerset House, 21st December, 1896, 

Gentlemen,—I have to acknowledge receipt of your letters of the 
9th and 19th December. 

If a clause were inserted similar to that set out in your letter of 
the 9th, I am of opinion that substituted-security-duty would only 
be payable on £57 10s. 

have further to state that in administration the substituted- 

pe rage on this particular class of substituted security is 

limited to 10s. as a maximum.—I am, gentlemen, your obedient 
t, F. C. Gorz, Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 


some clients who are laying out a large bui 


houses the solicitor acting for the purchasers objected, and declined 
to complete until the stamp-duty on the grant had been adjudicated, 
I accordingly had this done, but to my surprise the Commissioners 
adjudicated 9s. 6d. extra, nothwithstanding the letter to Messrs. J. L, 
and E. T. Daniell of the 21st of December last. Failing to see that 
the adjudication was correct, I had some further correspondence with 
the Solicitor of Inland Revenue, and by the following letters the 
profession will observe the point has now been definitely settled : 


Somerset House, 12th August, 1897. 
ADJUDICATION No. 5842 oF 1897. 


Gentlemen,—In reply to your letter of the 11th inst. in this matter, 
I beg to say that I am unable to refer to the abstract in the other case 
mentioned by you without some further information to enable me to 
trace it. As the present instrument, the mortgage is for 
£6,000, and although the rent-charge which is substituted as a 
security is only to be a security to the amount of £60, there is no 
provision that it should be a security for the first £60, so as to cease 
to be a security if the mortgage is reduced to £5,940; and it is clear 
that it can be applied in satisfaction of any part of the £6,000. 

In these circumstances the duty of 10s. appears to be properly 
payable.—I*am, gentlemen, your obedient servant, 

N. J. Hicumore, Assistant-Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 
Messrs. Waterlow & Sons, Law Agency Department, London 


Wall, E.C. 
Bristol, 28th September, 1897. 
ADJUDICATION 5842, 1897. 


Dear Sir,—In further reference to your assistant’s letter of the 18th 
ult., and my reply of the 3ist, I beg to say I have now had brought 
to my notice your letter of the 2ist December, 1896, to Messrs. 
J. L. and E. T. Daniell, wherein you state that if certain words are 
inserted similar to a clause set out in Messrs. J. L. and E. T. 
Daniell’s letter, the substituted-security-duty would only be payable 
on £57 10s. The grant, the subject-matter of the above adjudica- 
tion, contained an exactly similar clause to that set out in Messrs. 
Daniell’s letter, with the exception that it was to be a security for 
only £60. I shall be glad therefore if you will kindly favour me 
with a letter as to which is correct, or whether since your letter of 
the 2ist December, 1896, you have had cause to alter your opinion, 
or if in the above adjudication some material fact escaped your 
notice. 

My reason for troubling you is in order to get the point finally 
settled, not for my clients’ benefit only, but in the interests of the 
profession in Bristol, and to save further question hereafter. 

I might add that numerous local grants have been stamped with 
an extra 6d. only in accordance with your letter of the 21st Decem- 
ber, 1896, and on asale or purchase the question is raised, thereby 
causing delay. 

I shall be glad if you will kindly give the matter your consider- 
ation, and awaiting your reply,—I remain, yours faithfully, 

ERNEST J. PILLERS. 

The Solicitor, Inland Revenue, Somerset House, London. 

Somerset House, 19th October, 1897. 
ADJUDICATION No. 5842, 1897. 


Sir,—I regret that this matter has stood over longer than I 
intended, owing to my absence from the office. 

I agree with you in thinking that the two rulings to which you 
refer are not consistent. Mr. Highmore's letter (of the 12th August) 
was written in my absence, and he was not aware of the previous 
ruling given by me. The question is one on which different minds 
might well differ. On the whole, however, upon consideration, it 
has been decided to adhere to the original ruling given by me, and 
you may take it that if an instrument such as those you refer to were 
tendered for adjudication, duty would be charged in accordance with 
my letter of the 2ist December last. ; 
You will of course understand that if in the absence of adjudication 
the question arose in a court of justice, the court would decide it 
according to their own view, without reference to the opinion held 
here as to the liability of the instrument to duty.—I am, sir, your 
obedient servant, F. C. Gore. 
Ernest J. Pillers, Esq., Solicitor, Bristol. 


Bristol, Nov. 19, 1897. ERNEST J. PILLERs. 





ensuing year. 





servan 
Messrs. J. L. and E. T. Daniell, Solicitors, Bristol. 


* This Will be twenty-thrie years’ purchase of each rent. 


the members of that inn on Monday evening nex* at nine o'clock. 


' will be music in the hall and library. 


Nov. 27, 1897. 7 


Acting on the advice iran in the Sengeing letters, I, on behalf of @ 
fs ing-estate, had all the | 
grants stamped with an extra 6d. only, but on the sale of one of the ~ 


It is understood that Mr. Justice Grantham will be selected to succeed ~ 
Lord Justice Williams as one of the Election Petition Judges for the = 


The treasurer and benchers of the Inner Temple will be ‘‘ at home” 4 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
TURNER v. STALLIBRASS AND OTHERS. No.1. 22nd Nov. 


Practice—Costs—Action Focunpgp on Torr—Horss Dg1iverzp To BE 
Acistep—Insuny To Horsse—Necuicence—County Courts Act, 1888 
(51 & 52 Vicr. c. 43), s. 116. 


Appeal by the plaintiff from an order of Day, J., at chambers. The 
action was to recover damages for injury to the plaintiff’s horse. The 
statement of claim alleged that the plaintiff delivered t> the defendants 
his horse to be agisted, in consideration of a payment of one shilling a 
day, and the defcndants promised to keep, , and take care of the 
horee ; and that in breach of the contract the defendants negligently 
allowed the horse to be kept in a field where there was a barbed fence 
concealed by long grass, whereby the horse was injured. At the trial 
the jury found a verdict for the plaintiff for £30. Upon the taxation of 
costs the master was of opinion that the action was founded upon contract 
and taxed the plaintiff’s costs upon the county court scale. The learned 
judge affirmed this decision. 

Tus Court (A. L. Surru, Ricny, and Cotzims, L.JJ.), allowed the 
a 1. 

o yA Sarrn, L.J., said that if the action was one in which it was 
necessary to prove and rely upon a contract, then the action was founded 
on contract within section 116 of the County Courts Act, 1888. If not 
it was founded on tort. The pleadings in the action were i 

anchester, 


/ spom-shie point Taylor v. : ire y 
v| 0. (43 W. K. 120; 1895, 1 Q. B. 134); Kelly v. Metropolitan Railway Co. 


uh 







(48 W. R. 497; 1895, 1 Q. B. 944; and, in his opinion, it was immaterial 
how the plaintiff opened his case at the trial and how the judge directed 
e question was, could this cause of action he maintained 


borse Up On—Wiicu ee 


his was, therefore, an 















Ricny, L.J., concurre 
Cotuins, L.J., concurred.—A_bailment must arise out of some con- 
tractual io if it co 80 ; some 
g of the minds; but that was not such a contract as determined 
whether the action was an action founded upon contract or upon tort 
within the meaning of this section. The contract came in after that. 
Having g h ° 


fe Co ) ion, and—mus' ON_sOrE 

i contract. If the plaintiff was not obliged to rely 
jpon anything more than the common law obligation, it was an action 
founded on tort. That seemed to him to explain all the cases on the 


subject.—CounszL, 7. W. Chitty; A. Lyttelton. Soxscrrons, A. Slater ; 
King § Burrell. 







[Reported by W. F. Banny , Barrister-at-Law.} 
Re SAUNDERS, SAUNDERS v. GORE. No. 2. 17th and 18th Nov. 


SerrLEMENT—ConsTRUCTION—APPOINTMENT OF Stock Scrricigent To RAtsE 
Ner Sum—Svccrsston Dury. 


Appeal from a decision of Stirling, J. (reported 45 W. R. 456; 1897, 
1 Ch. 888). By marriage settlement certain funds were settled, in the 
events which happened, upon trust for the wife for life, and after her 
decease upon the children of the marriage as she should by deed or will 
appoint. In exercise of the power of appointment she appointed (inter 
alia) ‘* that so much of the stock, funds, and securities now held by the 
precent trustees of the said indenture of settlement upon and subject to 
the trusts thereof as shall be sufficient to raise the net sum of £2,000 shall 
. . » henceforth belong and be vested in the said Edward George 
Saunders, and be held in trust for him, the said Edward George Saunders, 
his executors, administrators, and aesigns.’’ The question raised on 
tummons before Stirling, J., was whether the appointee was entitled to 
receive the sum appointed to him free from succession duty. Stirling, J., 
following Banks v. Braithwaite (32 L. J. Ch. 35), held that the appointee 
took subject to payment of succession duty by him. The plaintiff, the 
.»=y appealed. 

ue Covrt (Linpiey, M.R, and Cuirry and VavcHan WiL14ms, 
L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Linpiey, M.R , said that, with reference to Stirling, J.’s, judgment, it 
appeared to his !ordship that what was given to E. G. Saunders was a net 
sum of £2,000 stock ; and he could not follow the distinction between a 
net sum of stock and the stock itself; the true intent was the appoint- 
ment ofa net sum of £2,000 in a particular form; if that were so, how 
could it be maintained that any expenses were to come out of it? Reading 
it in that way apart from all authority, his lordship could not read it as a 
gift of a sum of £2,000 stock gross. He was not going through all the 
authorities, but with regard to the case | omer on Stirling, J. (Banks v. 
Braithwaite, ubi supra), bis lordship would not have construed docu- 
ment in the same way as Kindersley, V.C., did. He should have read it 
8s a clear yearly income of £150 to the nephew, but he could see a differ- 
ence between that case and this. This was a timple appointment to 
E. G. Saunders, and on the true construction of this document Bands v. 
Braithwaite (ubi supra) did not apply. Of couree there wasa difference 
between legacies and appointments of funds. The case of legacies was 
easier, but the reasoning with regard to legacies did notapply bere. The 


me must be allowed, and the costs must ccme out of the last appointed 
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different conclusion. This was a 
was not governed by Banks v. i 
portion of the trust funds was clear of 
Vaveuan Wuuasms, LJ.—I cannot 
means as clear as the other members of 
true construction of these words, ha 
it is merely a question of construction 
document ; but I am not prepared to differ from them. 
my mind to be answered in the construction is this: Ought the word ‘‘net’’ 
to be annexed to the gift or to, what is 
measure of the gift, or ought the word to to tha 
the raising of the sum? Is the word “‘net”’’ to be treated as qualified by the 
quantity of the stock with which the trustees were to deal, or was it to be 
annexed to the p ke Sows See Seer Various authorities 
a 


Banks ¥ S raithiwaite (nbi supra), where his 
all 
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have been cited, but it seems to me to dangerous thing to lay down any 
general rule as to the od wiihe ot Gisems; pou tems tah 

whole document, and the meaning of the words when the whole 
document is taken into Very often you get words which 


consideration. 

make it clear that the word ‘' net” qualifies the quantum of 
where you have Phe pare i in immediate collocation. I 
you are to raise and a sum of so m 

applies not only to the sum raised, but also to the sum to be handed over. 
In the present case there are no such words. 5 seems 
limited in its application to the sum to be raised, to the amount of consols 
to 


this because I have a very strong as 

words in a document by laying down a 
universal of universal so far as my a in con- 
cerned I concur in the of the court. These ents are 
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He 


document as covered by decisions arrived at on similar 
documents. A dionel-Oeuma. Cozens- Hardy, Q.O. 
Godefroi; Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and Peterson; W. A. Peck. 
Valpy, Chaplin, § Peckham ; Witham, Roskeli, Munster, § Weld; Has 
(Reported by W. Sxaticross Goppanp, Barrister-at-l aw.) 


DIEDERICHSEN v. FARQUHARSON. No.2. 5th and 22nd Nov. 
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Sxurp—Bi.t or Lapinc—Inocorporation or Conpitions or CHARTER-PARTY 
into Brut or Lavine. 





This was an appeal from the judgment of the Divisional Court (Day and J 


Lawrance, JJ.) reversing a j of the Common Serjeant, at 


the Mayor’s Court, London. @ plaintiff was the owner of the ship 
Thea, and the defendants were the indorsees of a bill of lading for timber 
Londou. ship was 


shi upon the vessel at a port in Sweden for 
ai dane and by the charter-party the ship was to load a and 
complete cargo of battens, including a deck cargo ‘‘ at merchants’ risk 
ie ) A wis toLondon .. . 
The timber, which was carried on was shipped under bills of lading, 
which stated that the were ‘ 

di et ae eo to be delivered 
. + » Freight and all other conditions as 
action was ht in the Mayor's Oourt for ae 
counter- claimed for to the goods. The de 

indorsees of the other 8 of lading for the cargo carried. The jury 
found that the goods were damaged while on the voyage to the extent of 
£10, that the was not caused by the negligence of the shipowner 
or his servants, that the ehip was seaworthy when she eailed, and 


Serj vay ia that It and for the plaintiff the 
jeant he it was, gave or Pp u 

claim and counter-claim. The Divisloat Court held that the weet at 
merchants’ riek ’’ were not incorporated in the fave-ren and entered 
judgment for the defendants upon the counter-claim for £10. The plain- 
tiff, by leave ap) 5 a was reserved. 

Nov. 22.--Tuz Court (A. L. Surru and Couzis, L.JJ., Riony, L.J., 
dissenting) dismissed the appeal. 

A. L. Smrru, L.J., read a judgment in the courte of which he raid that 
they were called u to consider the, at one time, much-debated question 
as to how much of a charter-party is ed into a bill of lading 
which contained the words “‘ he or they freight and all other con« 
ditions as per charter-party.”” The os in this case was whether the 
form of the charter-party as to the dec’ carried ‘‘at merchants’ 
risk ’’ was incorporated into the bill of by the words ** freight and 
all other conditions as per charter- ,»” for, if not, the plaintiff was 
liable under the counter-claim to defendants. There was a body of 


authority which had established conclusively that the words in a bill of 
. freight for te ghia ond ak other conditions as: per 
charter-party,” did not incorporate all the conditions of the charter-party, 
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but those conditions ‘‘which would apply to the person who has 
taken bill of lading and is delivery of the cargo, such, for 
instance, as payment for demurrage, the payment of freight, the manner 
of , and so on.” Those were the words of Lord Blackburn in the 
House of Lords in Taylor v. Perrin ( , but cited in [1891] 1 Q. B., 
oe 295). It would be a waste of time to go through all the cases upon 
mestion, especially as this was done by Kay, EJ ., in this Court in 
1890 in Serraino v. Campbell, (1891, 1 Q. B. 283), and he would only take 
three cases to show what had been held to be incorporated in a bill of Jading 
the words ‘‘ paying freight and all other conditions as per 
-party,”’ and what was the rule of construction to be applied 
. Thirty-three years ago, in the case of Russell vy. Niemann (17 
CO. B. N. 8. 163), Willes, J., gave the judgment of the Court of Common 
this point as follows: ‘‘ We now d to dispose of the 
point—that is, whether the exception contained in the bill of 
expanded by the exception in the charter-party. That depends 
whether the words ‘ and other conditions as per charter-party’ in- 
all the stipulations and conditions contained in that instrument, or 
they are not limited to conditions ¢jusdem generis with those pre- 
mentioned—viz., payment of freight, conditions to be performed 
receiver of the goods. It is a mere question of language and con- 
tion, and we think it is enough to say that the latter is the construc- 
we put upon those words.’’ That case had never been overruled, 
on the contrary, this court in Serraino v. Campbell pointed out that it 
been expressly approved of by the House of Lords. In Serraino v. 
bell Lord Esher, M.R, laid down the rule of construction thus: 
cr full consideration, I think the words ought to be construed 
all the conditions of the charter-party which would have to be 
by the receiver of the goods.” Lopes and Kay, L JJ., arrived 
the same result. Again, in Manchester Trust v. Furness, Withy, § Co. 
1895, 2 Q. B. 282, 539), Mathew, J., treated this rule of construction as 
hen well known and settled ; and in the same case on appeal the present 
of the Rolls said that the effect of the reference was to incorporate 
of the charter-party as related to the payment of freight and 
conditions to be performed on the delivery of the cargo, but there 
no authority whatever for incorporating more than that. The rule of 
construction was therefore settled by conclusive authority. It was now 
insisted by the plaintiff that when he by his captain signed this bill of 
ading containing the words “freight and all other conditions as per 
charter-party,’’ the word » paying ” being left out, he, by co doing, 
a into the bill of lading conditions which otherwice would not 
have incorporated. His lordship could not agree with the contention 
that the word “‘ freight ’’ did not mean ‘‘ paying freight ’’ in this mercantile 
document. The words meant the same thing, If they were to accede to 
the tiff’s contention, they would, in his opinion, be unsettling that 
had long been settled, and upon the faith of which business had 
been transacted for years. In his opinion, the rule of construction above 
mentioned applied to all bills of lading which sought to incorporate parts 
of a charter-party by the words ‘‘ paying freight and all other conditions 
as per charter-party,’’ or “‘ freight and all other conditions as per charter- 
— unless there was something therein clearly shewing that the well- 
rule was to be excluded. To point out that the contract of carriage 
contained in the bill of lading in the present case was absolute and without 
exceptions did not avail the plaintiff, for it did not, in his opinion, shew 
that the rule was to be excluded, it being a rule as applicable to a bill of 
lading containing no exceptions as to one containing exceptions. He did 
not ose to discuss the question whether the term in the charter-party 
"7 g@ a deck cargo at merchants’ risk’’ was or was not inconsistent 
with the bill of lading, which was silent as to a deck cargo, and only 
covered a — which was to be carried at shipowners’ risk. In his 
oe the Divisional Court were right in holding that the clause in the 
c party was not incorporated into the bill of lading ; and the appeal 
must be dismissed with costs. 
Riosy, L.J., read a ju ent in which he said that he was unable to 
concur in the conclusion that the counter-claim of the defendants should 
. The question was one of construction only, and the issues were 
two: (1) Whether the words ‘freight and all other conditions as per 
charter-party ’’ in the bill of lading were to be construed to extend only 
to conditions to be performed by the holder of the bill of lading, in which 
case none of the terms of the charter-party relieving the shipowner from 
a era would be introduced ; (2) whether the clause relied upon as 
a defence to the counter-claim ought not to be treated as incorporated by 
the general words of reference on the ground of its being repugnant to 
the other terms of the bill of lading. As to the first issue, the argument 
depended entirely upon the decisions, of which Serraino v. Campbell was a 
us example. He had not the slightest intention of laying down 
inconsistent with that class of case. The real question was what 
those cazes in fact decided, and it was as important not to extend them so 
as to cover a case not really included as to preserve their authority with 
reference to cases really covered by them. None of those cases went 
beyond what was laid down by Willes, J., in Russell v. Niemann. In all 
of them the words were “ paying freight and all other conditions as per 
charter-party,”” or their equivalent. Willes, J., held that they were 
limited to conditions to be performed by the receiver of the goods. That 
learned judge and the Court of Appeal in Serraino v. Campbell treated the 
matter purely as a matter of construction of the very words used, and had no 
intention of laying down any general rule as to the meaning of the words 
‘* all other conditions ’’ independently of the introductory words ‘‘ paying 
freight.’”’ The Court of Ap in Gardener v. Trechmann (15 Q. B. D. 
154) eeemed to him to have held that the words “‘all other conditions as 
a soma” y,”’ when not controlled by the context, were sufficient to 
luce all the terms of the charter-party not repugnant to the contract 
contained in the bill of lading. What was the effect of ‘freight’ pre- 
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ceding the words? Was it equivalent to the words “ pa 
freight ’’ ? word ‘‘ perfo ” could not be brought in without 
first getting in “ paying.” ‘‘ Freight as percharter-party ’’ meant freight 
as fixed by the charter-party, and nothing else. The phrase did not con- 
vey the idea of payment any more than if the rate followed the word in 
the bill of lading itself without having to be imported from the charter- 
party. In each case the obligation to pay would be involved as an im- 
are of law. But on the question of construction it was necessary to 

istinguish clearly between the interpretation of the language used and 
the consequences arising in law from using it. In his opinion the author:- 
ties relied upon were not applicable, and the reference could not be cut 
down to mean only conditions to be performed by the holder of the bill of 
lading. As to the second question—namely, whether the term ‘‘ that 
a deck cargo was to be carried at merchants’ risk ’’ was to be re- 
jected as repugnant to the bill of lading—the bill of lading was 
a contract of e, and in so far as the charter-party might con- 
tsin terms not applicable to such a contract they would not be treated 
as incorporated. But here the term proposed to be introduced bad 
direct reference to the carr of the goods, In nearly every bill of 
lading and in nearly every charter-party there were provisions cutting 
down and limiting the absolute obligation of the shipowner to deliver. 
Was it more reasonable to suppose that the partie: intended the contract 
to be interpreted literally, and so to incorporate the terms of the charter- 
party, or not? In the first case the shipowner would be getting in freight 
a consideration commensurate with a limited obligation. In the second 
he would be entering into an exceptional contract. In his opinion the 
literal interpretation of the contract was the most reasonable one, and 
therefore the correct one. 

Cottiys, L.J., read a judgment concurring with that delivered by Lord 
Justice A. L. Smith. 

Appeal dismissed.—Covnset, Lawson Walton, Q.C., and FB. Bray; J. A. 
Hamitton. Sottcrrons, Harper ¢ Badcock; W. A. Crump. 

{Reported by F. O. Rosinsox, Barrister-at-Law.]) 





Pa 
High Court—Chancery Division. . 


PEGGE v. NEATH AND DISTRICT TRAMWAYS CO. North, 
23rd Nov. 


Company—Dzut—Acresment To Isstz Desenture. 


In November, 1882, the plaintiff was a director ofjthe company, which 
required money to pay off debentures then falling due. ‘he plaintiff 
found £300 of the money required, and took as security a promissory note 
of the company for £300 at 5 per cent. interest, and an uudertaking by the 
company at any time to issue to him debentures to a like amount ofa 
series of debentures then being issued and forming a second charge upon 
the property of the company. In 1884 the plaintiff lent a further sum 
upon similarterms. In 1895 judgment in the action in which the plaintiff 
claimed as holder of first debentures was pronounced. In 1896 the 
plaintiff claimed to be allowed to exercise his option to take debentures 
instead of his promissory notes, and to be paid pari passu with the holders 
of cecond debentures. Uuatil the judgment interest on the promissory 
notes was paid at the rate of 5 per cent., the interest payable upcn the 
debentures was 4} per cent. The claim was rejected by the master, and 
now the appeal came on with the further consideration of the action. 

Nortn, J., said that Re Queensland Land and Coal Co. (1894, 3 Ch. 181) 
decided the question. The option to take a debenture could not be 
taken away. ‘he right toa second debsnture was not waived because it 
was not mentioned in the statement of claim. On the 7th of October, 
1896, the plaintiff made an affidavit claiming to exercise his option to 
take second debentures, and in his lordship’s opinion he was entitled so 
to do, as nothing had happened to deprive him of his right, although 
till the judgment he took interest at the higher rate payable on the pro- 
missory note. The costs must be added to the security.—CovunszL, Swin- 


I. 


- 


fen Eady,QC., and Ashton Cross; D. Pollock; Hume Williams. So.tct- 


tors, Everiit § Hodgkinson ; Tamplin, Tayler, & Joseph. 
[Reported by G. B. Hamiirow, Barrister-at-Law. | 


SOUTH AFRICAN REPUBLIC v. LA COMPAGNIE FRANCO-BELGE DU 
CHEMIN DE FER DU NORD. North, J. 24th Nov. 


CounTER-cLAIM—SuiT spy Foreren Stare. 


This was a summons in an action by the South African Republic to. 


protect a fund in which the republic claimed an interest. The fund 
stood in the names of two trustees, one nominated by the plaintiffs and 
one by the defendants. The plaiatiffs’ nominee died, and they brought 
this action for the ae of a néw trusteé and the preservation of 

und. The defendants pleaded fiat if was inequitable that the fund 
should be placed under the control of the plaintiffs, and counter-ciaimed 
for sums due to them by the plaintiffs for breaches of agreement. A 
part of their counter-claim asking for damages for libel had already been 
struck out. It was said that a counter-claim could be brought against a 
foreign state suing in this country. 

Nortu, J.—The application to strike out the counter-claim must 
succeed. The plaintiffs are a foreign republic, in the position of a foreign 
sovere One of two trustees of a fund died, as to the application of 
which the ae meron and defendants differ, leaving the trustee nominated 
by the defendants surviving, and he proposed to deal with it ina wa) 


the defendants think right, but which the plaintiffs think wrong. T 
plaintiffs ask for the appointment of a new trustee and payment out 
the fund, so that matters may go on as before the death of the trustee 
nominated by the plaintiffs. The funds have been paid into court. The 
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—__—— 
defendan as ag Soak tho rico bam soe aay be wae 
and after forty-two paragraphe of defence to pane By ayn 
t of three sums of £60,000, £1,800, and £147,000, and they also 
a that the plaintiffs may be restrained from in their 
own courts to get the concessions granted to the def: 
or in the alternative £500,000 damages. The application as to damages 
for libel has been struck out, but on ‘that aj tion I was not asked to 
strike out anything else. Duke of Brunswick v. King of Hanover (6 Beav. 
1) and Strousberg v. Costa Rica Republic (29 W. R. 125) state the law onthe 
subject. It is conceded that the part of the counter-claim seeking to 
restrain the plaintiffs from applying to the courts of their own country 
cannot succeed. The claim for the three sums ‘of money is not a claim in 
t of the sum in court, but is a claim altogether outside this action. 
If the plaintiffs could be sued, it would be the De yl subject-matter of a 
te action and not of a counter-claim. give no costs because this 
counter-claim might have been struck out at the same time as the 
counter-claim for libel.—CounssL, Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and Waggett ; 
Vernon Smith, Q.C., and Whinney. Sortcrrons, Harwood ¢ Stephenson ; 
Clarke, Rawlins, § Co. 
[Reported by G. B. Ham tow, Barrister-at-Law.] 


PAGET ». PAGET. Kekewich, J. 2nd and 16th Nov. 


Dssts—Wtre’s Ricut to InpEMNiITY—ConvVEYANCING AND LAw oF Pro- 
perty Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 41), s. 39. 


This was an action for the determination of the question whether the 
intiff was entitled to be indemnified by her husband out of his property 

in respect of moneys raised out of her life estate in certain settled property 
and applied in payment of her husband’sdebts. The plaintiff was, under 
the settlement, restrained from anticipation, but on the 28th of June, 
1882, and the 11th of August, 1887, Chitty, J., had 


tional orders under section 39 of the Conveyancing an WO’ perty 

; e plain rom to enable 
ASuris-of Ure arguments the following casos wePe-cifed + HTudeon ¥ Cor 
course 0 gu 8 the following cases wei : Hudson v. Car- 


michael (1 Kay 613), Aguilar v. Aguilar (5 Mad. 414), Clinton v. Hooper (1 
Vesey, jun. 172a), Pawlet v. Delaval (2 Ves. sen. 662), Milnes v. Busk (2 
Ves. jun. 488), and Huntingdon v. Huntingdon (2 Bro. P. O. 1), White and 
Tudor’s L. C., 6th ed., 1147. 

Kexewicu, J., dismissed the is j 
d that where the wife’s i 















action, basing 


's debts b 









pen yo 
thus ext (tr tea haw, Q.C., Carson, Q.C., and A. aB. 
Terrell; Lawson Walton, Q.C., Warrington, Q.C., and J. Henderson, 
Soricrrors, Leman ¢ Co. ; Dawes § Sons. 

[Reported by R. J. A. Monnisow, Barrister-at-Law. } 





CARLISLE CAFE CO. AND TODD v. MUSE BROTHERS & CO. Byrne, J. 
12th and 15th Nov. 


LanpLogp AND Tsnant—Leass or Rooms—Ovrer WatLs—DeroGation 
FrRoM Grant—Impiigp ConTRACT. 


By agreement in writing of the 2nd of March, 1896, the plaintiff Todd 
“agreed to let to H. T. Muse’’ (one of the defendant firm), ‘* photo- 
grapher, the studio, work-room, and drawing-room on the top floor of my 
new building and the reception-room on the second floor thereof ’’ for one 
year at £35. The defendants alleged that during the negotiations Todd 
represented that the defendants should have the exclusive right to affix 
sign-boards and advertize their business on the outside of the walls of 
the rooms let. Subsequently the plaintiff company was formed, and the 
rest of the house was demised by ‘odd to them, with an agreement that 
the company might put up in front of the house such and advertise- 
ments as they thought fit, and in that words ‘‘ Silver 
Grill”’ should occupy a position over the cornice above the second floor. 
The plaintiff company, which carried on a restaurant in the house, put up 
oy ey with the words ‘‘ Silver Grill” upon it in letters between two 
and feet in height in the position mentioned. The sign was upon 
the outer walls of the rooms on the top floor occupied by the defendants. 
The defendants objected to this sign on the ground that it prevented 
them putting up their own signs, and also because it was a representa- 
tion making their customers and the public believe that the business of 
the plaintiff company, and not that of the defendants, was carried on in 
the rooms of the defendants, and at the trial they gave evidence in sup- 
port of these allegations. The defendants requested the plaintiff com- 
pny to remove the said sign, and upon their refusing they took it down 

e night and placed their own signs there instead. ‘Thereupon the 
—— brought this action for an injunction against the defendants 
ing with the signs of the plaintiff company. 
ittle dwelling by itself. It was 
: walls, but I 





Bynzyz, J.—The premises constitute a 1 
* * t + * = 














t with such 
use. also found that ation at the 
time of the contract that the defendants should have all reasonable facilities 
for advertising, and that the plaintiff company had not given them these 
facilities. Judgment for the defendants,—Covnser, Eee, Q.C., and 











Wilkinson ; Mulligan, Q.C., Gurdon. Puaxrem, llener Brown, 
hag a Berg og ; Gray, Mounsey, ¢ , for Wome 
Westmorland, Carlisle 


[Reported by Nevitiz Tspsurtt, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Winding-up Cases. 

Re THOMAS EDWARD BRINSMEAD & SONS (LIM.). 
19th Nov. 
Comrany—Wiuxpine ur — Contarsvrory —Sraminc Name ore List— 
Orrostne Pzrrrion to Wrxp vr. 
This was an application by Mr. Tomlin under section 35 of the Oom- 
ate 1862, that his name oy be eae ae ot contribu- 
tories e winding up. Tomlin shares in the com 

in the following form : ~ Form of application ‘Thomas Bdward Brine ead 
& Sons (Limited). To the directors of Thomas Edward Brinsmead & Sons 
street, EOC. Gentlemen, [Having paid to 


deposit of 10s. share 
in] Thomas Biinemead -& Bons 


TOMLIN’S CASE, 


ure, —— ; name (in 
Dudley-street, Leighton Buzzard ; no occupation ; date 24th July, 
1896. If you desire to pay in full om allotment sign the following : I 
desire to pay in full on allotment. This form is to be filled up, cut out, 
and for ed, bn, ated cheque or cash for the amount payable on 
application to the , &c., or to the secretary at the offices of the 
company, 94, Cannon-street, London, E.C.” The form was a printed 
one, but was altered by Tomlin by cane wt te a enclosed in 
square brackets above and inserting the in italics. He did not pay 
any money with the application or at any subsequent time. The com- 
pany shortly went to allotment, and: was allotted the 
shares he had applied for al: h the total number of shares were not 


plied for ; but no notice of allotment was sent to him. Finting 
> wrong with the 17th 


out that so was the com , he, on 
August, 1806, aptliod, under section 35 of the om : Act, 1862, to 
have his name removed from the on of misropresen- 
The a over by consent, and 


for winding up the com- 
contributories’ notice that 


Fey ved thal ~ ape A 
‘omlin together with others 


i 
a 
i 
F 
i 
4 


the 
the licant was not in default, and that his as & CO! 
at thet hearing did sbarckolder ff 
before or alter his p 
himeelf 


from d 
to have his name contributories.—Covunsa., 
Craig ; Hon. Frank Russell. Soxscrrons, Beall ¢ Co. ; Day, Russell, 
{Reported by C. W. Mzan, Barrister-at-Law.]} 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


WHITFIELD v. BISHOP AUCKLAND URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL. 
Wright, J. 20th Nov. 


Pustic Heattu--Damace Causep sy Dargcrivs Sewsrs—Misreasance BY 
AL AUTHORITY. 


Further consideration of an action tried before Weis. J. and a jury 
at the last Durham Summer Assizes. The action was brought to recover 
damages for injury to the plaintiff’s houees alleged to have been caused 
the and of duty on the part of the defendants 
in not properly @ sewer which was under their 
control. ‘The sewer was in 1 
built about 1872. The pipes of 
common use at the time, but without 
of sewage. In 1879 the sewer was 
1892 the sewer was repaired ; 
tive owing to subsidence, and 
veyor ordered the pipes } 
side, In 1895 the plaintiff's houses, which were lower down the 
than the dg where the repairs were 
causi e damage complained of. 
that the defendants, having seeoier of the defective 
the joints of So° Yipes, Wows Sele moves & to 
in the ground. ; the learned judge the following 
tions to the jury: (1) Were 
insufficient? Answer.—No. (2) Was the 
structed 'y —that is, before their time, and, if so, 
Answer.—It was badly constructed in 


= 





2.) 67. ie 












































Ee 










68 | THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. - 








(3) Was the defendants’ sewer aapely and negligently maintained or 
repaired ? Answer.—The sewer was 
and negligently maintained, use the defendants did not 
examine drain the whole length of the street on the second occasion 
be which they opened it out. (4) Was the damage caused entirely by 
bad situation or bad foundation or bad construction of the houses? 
Answer.—No; it was caused by the water from the sewer. On these 
findings the defendants moved for judgment, on the ground that the 
damage was caused by mere nonfeasance for which an action would not 
Tie, the proper remedy being a complaint to the Local Government Board 
under section 299 of the Public Health Act, 1875: Atkinson v. Newcastle 
and Gateshead Waterworks Co. (2 Ex. D. 441), Leek Improvement Commis- 
sioners v. Justices of Stafford (20 Q. B. D. 794), Cowley v. Newmarket Local 
Board (1892, A. C. 345), and Robinson v. Workington Corporation (45 W. R. 
453 ; 1897, 1 Q. B. 619) were cited. 

Wuioxr, J., said that he thought the findings of the jury were contrary 
to the evidence, but he could not say that they were perverse, and he must 
treat them as if they were correct. them to be so, there was no 
ground for liability except misfeasance in the sense that there was some- 
thing im or negligent in the way in which the works of mainten- 
ance or repalr were done. Before 1892 there were partial and local repairs 
done to the sewer. In 1892 another local and — collapse occurred. 
That was made good, not for the whole length, but partially. He should 
say that all was done that ought to have been done. The jury found 
otherwise; they thought it was reasonable and proper to open up the 
whole of the length of the sewer, and that it was negligent to do part of 
the work and not the whole. Upon the findings he could not do other- 
wise than enter judgment for the plaiatiff. Stay of execution was granted 
pending an appeal.—Counsgt, Tindal Atkinson, Q.0., and Simey ; Strachan, 
Q.C., and H. F. Manisty. Soricrrors, Hickens, Smith, ¢ Capel-Cure, for 
Simey $ Iliff, Sunderland ; Field, Roscoe, $ Co. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
WATERLAND v. SERLE. C.A. No. 2. 24th Nov. 


Pracriez—Soricrror—Oosts—*‘ Propzrty Recovergp on Preservep ”’— 
Cuarncinc Orper—Costs or Arrzat—Souicrrors Act, 1860 (23 & 24 
Vicr. c. 127), s. 28. 

Appeal from an order of Kekewich, J. The plaintiff’s solicitor took 
out a summons in the action asking for a declaration that he was entitled 
to a charge on certain funds, which had been recovered in the action and 
= court, for the balance of bis unpaid costs, charges, and expenses. 

28 of the Solicitors Act, 1860, is as follows: ‘‘In every case in 
which an attorney or solicitor shall be employed to prosecute or defend 
any suit, matter, or proceeding in any court of justice, it shall be lawful 
for the court or judge . . . to declare such attorney or solicitor enti- 
tled to a charge upon the property recovered or preserved, and upon such 
declaration being made, such attorney or solicitor shall have a charge upon 

« » . the y . . . which shall have been recovered or pre- 

served through the instrumentality of any such attorney or solicitor for the 

taxed costs, charges, and expenses of or in reference to such suit, matter, 
ee peens : and it shall be lawful for such court or judge to make 
order or orders for taxation of, and for raising and payment of, such 
costs, c , and expenses out of the said property as to such court or 
judge appear just and proper . . .” Kekewich, J., dismissed 
the summons, and refused to make any order. The solicitor appealed. 

Tur Court (Linpiey, M.R., and Currry and Vaveuan Wiuiiams, L.JJ.) 
allowed the on. 

Lanvtey, ., said that their lordships had been considering the ques- 
tion of costs , and although there was nothing in the Act about the costs 
of an » yet, on principle, they ought to be included in the order. 
The was, therefore, that the appellant was entitled to a charge on 
the fund in court for his costs, charges, and expenses of recovering and 
preserving the property, it being referred to the taxing-master to settle 
the amount, with liberty to review his former taxation; such costs to 
include, as between solicitor and client, costs in the court below and costs 
of the appeal. Appeal allowed.—CounsgL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.0., Warrington, 
Q.C., and Ingpen; Renshaw, Q.C., and J. M. Stone; Badcock; H. L. 
Manby ; Herbert Jacob. Soxtcrrors, F. W. Bertie ; Stones, Morris, § Stone ; 
J. Hextali ; R. Norman; Lickorish § Co. 

[Reported by W. Sxaticross Goppaxp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


STOKES v. PRANCE, Stirling, J. 28th and 29th July, 3rd August, 


17th Nov. 


Soxicrror anp Oxrent — Mortcacz — Brracn or Tryust— Fipuctary 
RELATIONSHIP—QGUARANTEE. 





pts, and of Henry 
Soffth, ed, in respect of the said mortgage debt and 
interest, and to have the trusts declared by the said declarations of trust 
carried into execution, and testate subject thereto administered 
by the court.— Certain of sdlicitors 





were as 
to trustees who had failed in their duty to their clients in not advising 
them that an investment made by them was a breach of trust. The facts 








were as follow : Be, 1006 See Seteet Sas ee mateneel We Bailey 
to secure £6,000 and interest. On the 30th of See 
C) 


Was transferred to the defendants Prance and bb for £6, 


in the indenture of transfer to have been paid by them out of a 
moneys belonging to them on a joint account, Asa matter of factthe 


£6,000 belonged as to £3,000 to the firm of New, Prance, & Garrard, for 
whom Prance and Webb were trustees, and as to the other £3,000 to the 
trustees of Hester Stokes. New, Prance, & Garrard acted on the occasion 
of the transfer as solicitors for the Stokes trustees. On the Ist of 
January, 1877, Prance and Webb executed a memorandum to the effect 
that of the £6,000 £3,000 belonged to the Stokes trustees and the remain. 
ing £3,000, the residue of the principal sum of £6,000, belonged to New, 
Prance, & Garrard. On the 2nd of January, 1877, another memorandum 
was executed whereby New, Prance, & Garrard, in consideration of the 
Stokes trustees accepting interest at 4 per cent. instead of 4} per cent. on 
their £3,000, guaranteed to them the repayment of their £3,000. In 1880 
New, Prance, & Garrard transferred their £3,000 and interest at 4 per 
cent. to Messrs. Jewsbury and New and Mrs. E. Smith, the executors 
and trustees of the will of H Smith, and memoranda similar to those 
of the Ist and 2nd of January, is77, were executed by them in favour of 
the Smith trustees. In“1 the plaintiff Stokes and Garrard were 
appointed trustees of Hester Stokes’s will, and the mortgage property was 
vested in them and the defendant Webb. Prance was also appointed a 
trustee of Smith’s trust in place of Jewsbury. A memorandum of the 
8th of October, 1886, almost identical with that of the Ist of January, 
1877, was drawn up declaring that the £6,000 belonged as to 
£3,000 to Webb, Stokes, and Garrard, and as to £3,000 to the 
Smith trustees. The firm of New, Prance, & Garrard again acted 
as solicitors for the trustees. On the 22nd of December, 1891, part of the 
£3,000 was paid to the Smith trustees. The said £3,000 was then made u 
of £1,630 advanced by the defendant Mrs. Valentine (formerly Smith) a 
of £1,370 advanced by New, Prance, & Garrard. | an indenture of this 
date the £3,000 was treated as if New, Prance, & Garrard were trustees 
thereof, and it was declared that Prance and Webb should stand possessed 
of the mortgage security for the benefit of the persons interested in the 
two moieties of £3,000 and £3,000 pari passu without any priority other 
than the priority granted by New, Prance, & Garrard in respect of the 
£1,630 over the remaining £1,370. On the 28th of November, 1893, New, 
the senior er in the firm, died. On the 22nd of January, 1894, New, 
Prance, & were adjudicated bankrupts, and the defendant West 
was @ ted trustee in the bankruptcy. On the 24th of July, 1894, the 
plaintiff Whitfield was appointed a trustee of the will of Hester Stokes in 
the place of Garrard. The £6,000 was still owing on the mortgage 
security, which had not yet been realized, but was admitted by all parties 
to be insufficient to satisfy the debt. 

Srreiine, J., held that the memorandum of the Ist of January, 1877, 
could not be fairly read as giving priority to the £3,000, while the 
guarantee of the 2nd of January, 1877, was meng @ personal contract 
the firm as to which it might be right to prove in bankruptcy, but whic 
conferred no rights against the specific property in question. His lordship 
continued: As to the third point, the argument is that a breach of trust 
on the part of New, Prance, & Garrard precluded them from taking any 
action to the prejudice of the trust estate. In my opinion the m 
investment was a breach of trust I think that in omitting to advise th 
clients, the Stokes trustees, that it was so, New, Prance, & Garrard were 
guilty of a breach of trust towards them. For this, but for their bank- 
ruptcy, they might be answerable in damages, and proof may possibly 
be admissible for it in the bankruptcy. But under ordinary circum- 
stances they are not responsible for a breach of trust: Barnes v. Addy 
(9 Ch. App. 251). It is said, however, that the law prevents them 
taking any benefit to the disadvantage of the Stokes trustees. Un- 
doubtedly the law imposes considerable disabilities on solicitors in dealing 
with their clients : See Segrave v. Kirwan (Beat. 157), Bulkley v. Wilford 
(2 Cl. & Fin. 102), Horan v. MacMahon (17 L. RB. Ir. 641), Cockburn v. Edwards 
(30 W. R. 446, 18°Ch. D. 449); Re Birt, Birt v. Burt (31 W. R. 334, 22 
Ch. D. 604). Against those decisions there is not a word to be eaid, but 
in each case the solicitor was claiming a benefit or advantage which the 
client never intended him to have. The argument in the present case 
seems to me to push those authorities much further than any previous 
decision. The transaction contemplated in 1876 was an advance 
£6,000 in two sums of £3 000, one to be advanced by the Stokes trustees 
and the other by the solicitors, and they were to be secured on a footing 
equality as to their respective advances. The instrument by which the 
transaction was carried into effect contained no unusual provisions to the 
disadvan of the trustees, and nothing could be urged against the 
solicitors if their clients bad not been trustees and been involved by the 
transaction in a breach of trust. Still, \ 
part_of the solicitors was that they_pe : 
money um insullicient securtty-—For that they are™ i 2 
but the clients are not entitled to any priority of payment out of the 
eolicitors’ security.—CounseL, Woods, Q.C., and Eastwick ; Dauney; W- 
C. Prance ; Hastings, Q.C., and Badcock ; J. R. Brooke. Sowicrrons, Blake 
$ Moss, for Nevinson § Barlow, Great Malvern; M. H. Prance ; Crowders § 
Vizard; Burton, Yeates, ¢ Hart, for Johnson, Barclay, $ Rogers; 
Birmingham. 














[Reported by J. I. Srrauine, Barrister-at-Law.] 





[We have been favoured with the folicwing note :] 
HALLETT v. ANDREWS. Day, J. 17th Nov. 


Pracrice—Orpr. 14, n. 1—Surricency or Arripavit 1x Support oF 


APPLICATION. 


Upon an application for judgment under ord. 14, r. 1., the defendant 
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not appear, but the master refused to order judgment to be entered 
Sees tee etldanit fa. om was made by the tiff’s solicitors’ 
clerk, and be held that the clerk could not it. 
the ordi form with the exception that the clerk deposed 
in the pone of the plaintiff's solicitor and was duly authorized by the 
plaintiff to make the affidavit.” 
On appeal to the judge in chambers (Day, J.). he held that the affidavit 
was regular and perfectly good, and ordered go to be entered for 
plaintiff.—Soxicitors, Aird, Hood, ¢ Ce. ; 8. G. idge. 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE SOLICITORS’ MANAGING CLERKS’ ASSOCIATION. 


On Tuesday evening Mr. T. W. Wheeler, Q.C., delivered the inaugural 
lecture vor nf large gas of members of this association in one of 
the lecture rooms of the Inner Temple. The chair was taken by Lord 
Justice Vaughan Williams, who in a few introductory remarks dwelt 
upon the importance to the proper conduct of legal business that solicitors’ 
managing clerks should be gentlemen of , tact, and discretion. 
It would be a serious blow to the administration of justice in this coun 
if there should be any falling off ir the high conduct which 
characterized those gentlemen in the past. Mr. Wheeler then delivered 
an interesting lecture on ‘‘ Contracts implied by Law.” At the conclusion 
of the lecture hearty votes of thanks were accorded to Lord Justice 
Vaughan Williams, to the lecturer, and to the Benchers of the Inn for 
the use of the room. Lord Justice Williams, in reply, said that the law 
of implied contracts was poe interesting from the point of view 
that it was illustrative of the character of the nation. Such contracts had 
been forced on the law by the common sense of the people. It was really 
the wish of the merchants that theirco usages should be recognized 
which compelled the law to adopt the method of implying terms in cer- 
tain classes of contract. In foreign countries the attempt—a laudable 
attempt—was made to work under a hard and fast code. That system 
might have its advantages, but the system adopted in this country was 
characteristic of the nation, as shewing the strong desire and will of the 
people that the law should be adapted to their wants. 





' UNITED LAW SOGiETY. 

Nov. 22.—Mr. C. W. Williams in the chair.—Mr. W. J. Boycott moved : 
“That the decision of the Divisional Court in Kerrison v. Smith (1897, 2 
Q. B. 445) was wrong.” Mr. OC. H. Ment ages and the debate was 
continued by Messrs. Neville Tebbutt, A. W. Sells, A. W. Marke, and 
0. A. Cayley. On the motion being put to the vote it was lost by one 
vote. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
InrerMEpiATR EXAMINATION. 

The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Intermediate Examination, held on the 3rd of Novem . 
ber, 1897 : 

Addison, William 

Adey, John Daniel 

Ainsworth, Arthur Cheetham 

Ashby, William Augustus 

Austen, Charles Edward 

Aviss, Samuel 

Bacon, Walter Hugh 

Bailey, William Hen 

Baines, Alexander Talbot, B.A. 
Alfred 


Barnes, Robert Howarth 


Bush, Lester James 

Butler, Edward Charles 
Callard, Cuthbert Richard 
Campbell,"Alexander Boswell 


Campbell, James 

Candler, Walter Howard 
Carlyon, Herbert Sydney 
Carr, Horace Fulton, B.A. 
Cartmell, Henry Studholme 
Casson, John 

Challinor, Leonard Arthur 


Bartlett, Howard John Clark, Albert 

Beet, Alfred Percy Clark, Archibald McOosh 
Bennett, William Richard Clewer, George John 
Bentley, Frank Coales, James H. 


Bickerataffe, Robert Gerrard 
, Ethrayne Adrimar, B.A. 
, Arthur 
Blake, Leonard Nicholson 
Blunt, Leslie 
Bourne, Alexander Harold 


Bowen, Hugh Ince Webb 
Bradwell, Herbert 


Coath, Howell Lan 
Cohen, Charles Arthur 
Collier, Oswald 
Cook’ Sidney Herbert Spencer 
, Sidney Her 
Coore, Alban, B.A. 
Cornish-Bowden, Peter Churchill 
Cowan, Thomas 


eating. William Joseph Cox, William , B.A. 
Brennand, William Arthur Bedfor] Craven, James Chadwick 
Brodie, Alexander Crawley, George Richard Eric 
Brooks, William Thomas Dand, Robert 

Brown, Herbert Davies, David John 

Brown, Herbert Croston Davies, William 

Brown, Sydney Herbert Dawson, Ernest Arthur 
Buchannan, George Herbert Dennis, Clement Charles 
Budd, William George De Orellana, Cecil 

Bulcraig, Herbert Henry rez, Carden Charles Soulbieu 
Bullock, Albert Henry son, William Herbert 


Diplock, William John Hubert 


Edwards, Percy John 
Everett, William John 


, Laurance 
» David 
Garner, ap 
ames 
Gledhill, John Joseph 
Good, Jonas Albert Thomas 
Griffiths, Thomas 


Holloway, Ernest James 
Holmes, Harry James Carleton 
Horne, Benjamin Worthy 
Hulbert, Charles Kenelm 
Hunter, Trevor Havard 


J Frederick 
Jackson, Hugh Willan 
Johnson, John Richard 

Jones, Merton 

Jones, Rhys Thomas 

Jones, ey 

Jones, William Caer 

Kearsley, Robert Henry 

Knowles, George 

Lamaison, Leonard William Henry 
Lamb, Bruce 

Landau, Ieaac 

Laws, Edward Lucien 

Lea, t Walter 


’ 

Lloyd, Harold Montague 
Lucas, Allan 
McConnan, Arthur Ellis 
McGowan, James, B.A. 
—* William John 

y, Vyvyan Benson, B.A. 
Marsh, D Palk 
Marshall, John Stead Stanley 


Modlia, H Frederick Jonathan 
Mogford, Richard Hambrook 
Morgan, Matthew Wayne 


successful at the Final 
November, 1897 :— 


William Channing 





Burley, Percy Clement 
Burton, Wilfred “in 


Dixon, Michael Cory 





Baird, 8: Malcolm Barratt, 
Baker, Gnatine Morton, B.A., LL.B, Baxter, Francis William 


Dodds, Thomas Lennox James, B.A. 
ieaievier, Gouge Wain. Manes 
Drinkwater, George Morton, William 
lg re o Nash, Herbert Warren 
ip, Edward Charles Paroissien, Newman, Charles Arnold, B.A 


Turner, 

Walter: eng poe 
ter, rew 

Walters, John Howard 

Walton, Stanley 

Watson, Douglas Statham 

Waugh, 

Wells, Charles Henry 

Whittaker, John Henry 

Williams, Alured Humphrey 

Williams, Hugh Neville 


W: 
Wright, Charles Reuben 
Young, William Henry Valentine 


Fovat Examination. 
The following candidates (whose names are in 
Examination 


alphabetical order were 
a ne ts ok et 


John William 
Henry 


» deisel tiapeaat ited 


a a Fg ae 
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Beavan, James co, Pitt Shadwell Portales, ciwske; jabifin <A suecad 
Bischoff, Charles Edward, B.A A. ab... nf os tae 
Blackwell, William Killey, James Brown, B.A. LEGAL NEWS, © 
, Ernest Walter King, bam —. APPOINTMENTS. 
Booth; Ernest » Frederic iliam Mr. Erskine Pottocx, Q.C., of the Parliamentary Bar, has been elected 
eg ea Seoatns Youen Bay a Bencher of the Middle Temple in succession to the late Mr. T. H. Cowie, 
“ McEvoy, John — 
ne —y Macturk, » Hugh Townend Mr. G. R. Askwitn, barrister, has been appointed Junior Counsel to the 
, Arthur Taylor Manduell, John Steele Crown in peerage cases. 

a aan, ferme a Martin, — Ar noe | a Mr. 8. A. T. Rowzarr, barrister, has been appointed Junior Counsel to 

itowe, Eve tearns Massey 0: A. her Ma *s Customs. 
Doone Saag toe Matthews, Ba Joh : imus, B.A ‘Bie ted ae peas ee of the Isle of Man, has beeq 
Bro ‘ary Berg A A Mevler Hugh eetew Riga First Deemster of the Isle of Man, vacant by the resignation of 
Brown, Petes ae Morrell, Philip Edward, B.A. Sir William Leece Drinkwater. 
Brown, Ronald Stewart, B.A. Moseley, Herbert Harvey, B.A. Mr. Inprrwicx, Q.C., has been elected Treasurer of the Inner Temple 
Brown, Thomas Stephen Moss-Blundell, Frederick Blundell, | for thee year in succession to Mr. Gates, Q.C. 
Cane, H , B.A., LL.B a 

» aaemry seg SEN. Mr: Gzoxos.R. Askwrrn, barrist-r, has been appointed a Junior Counsel 

Card, William Gordon Mudford, Ernest on the Venezuelan Boundary Commission. 


Carpmael, Francis, B.A. 
Chapman, James 
Chick, Albert John 
Childs, Philip Hugh 
Clare, Reginald Leigh Leigh, B.A. 
Claridge, es Raymon 
Clark, Douglas Ariel 
Clifford, Ernest Hubert 
Cooke, Robert John 
Corley, Albert Ferrand 
Corser, Richard Radcliffe 
Cox, Edward Henry 
Crane, George 
Crispin, Gerald Charles Johnston 
Cruttenden, William 
Davey, Walter How ; 
Davies, Crompton Llewellyn, B.A. 
Denyer, W Alfred 
Eaton, Frederick Ray 
Eckersall, Frederic Joseph 
Edwards, John 
Edwards, Patrick Harrington 
Elwes, Walter Hervey 
Empeon, Herbert William Thackray 
Ferrie, Alfred Edward 
Field, Edwin, B.A. 
Gibb, Alfred Montagu 
Gilmore, William George 
Goodman, Montague 
Goulé, Cecil Spencer 
Greaves, Cyril Darnton 
Grevilte, Herbert Edwin 
Gribbin, John Leo 
Griess, Philip Henry Peter, B.A. 
Gunnell, Gerard 
Hagar, Charles Richard 
Hamilton, George 
Harrison, Robert Burrow, LL.B. 
— John, B.A. 
Hibbert, Edward 
Hodgson, George Wright 
Hoey, Richard 
Hope, William Henr 
Houghton, Charles Finch 

les, Frederick John 
Jackson, Frederick George 
James, Arthur Morgan 
James, John Egbert 
Johnson, Charles Hope Willes, B.A. 
Jones, Arthur Daniel 
Jones, William Bramwell 
Kay, Arthur Orford 


Nevill, Robert Charles Reginald, 
B.A., LL.B. 

Page, Walter Searle 

Palmer, William 

Payne, Arthur Vigar 

eg ye ere ‘ 
e . Ric George Henry, B.A. 

Piper, Donald — 

Pode, Arthur Crawley, B.A. 

a: 3 eames William Beale, 


Pratt, Arthur Torrens, B.A. 
Preston, Frank 

Prideaux, Walter Treverbian 
Pugh, Lewis Pugh Evans 
Pym, George 

Ranger, Hugh Frederick 
Ratcliff, William Milner, B.A. 
Redman, Harry Lupton 
Richardson, William Edward 
Robertson, Gilbert 

Robinson, Roland Walkden 
Rowe, William 

Ruddock, Percy Grevile 
Sadler, Hugh Robson 

Senior, Lewis Farrar 

Serjeant, Frederick Mawdesley 
Shaw, John Houldsworth 
Sills, George Reginald 
Sinclair, Waller Montgomery, B.A. 
Smail, Herbert William 
Stapley, Henry 

Steele, Richard Irvine 

Steer, Berry Reeve 

Stevens, Thomas Joseph 
Stickland, James Telfer 
Swinscow, Frederick William 
Thomson, Arthur Ramsay, B.A. 
Titley, John Edward Harrison 
Tokeley, Arthur 

Vernon, Sydney 

Warburton, Thomas Artingstall 
Watson, Henry Armstrong 
Watts, Sydney Badger 
Wickham, Alfred 

Williams, Charles Parry 
Williams, William Alfred 
Wilson, Charles Barker 
Wilson, Colin MacClure 
Wilson, Jobn 

Woodbridge, Edgar Thomas 
Woodhouse, William Humphrey 
Wootton, Thomas Percy 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Desatixe Socrery. 


Smith.—The subject for debate was 


—Nov. 23—Chairman, Dr. Herbert- 


: “That this society approves of the 
kmen’s Compensation Act, 1897.” pete 


Mr. C. Augustus Anderson 


Wor! 
o— in the affirmative ; Mr. T. W. Howland, seconded in the affirma- 


Mr. E. L. Chapman 
seconded in the negative. 


— the ss: ae Archibald Hair 
e following members also spoke: Messrs. 
Arthur E. Clarke, Haseldine Jones, William Wilde, 


amilton Fox, 


Neville Tebbutt, John Blair, Horace E. Miller, and A. H. Richardson. 


The motion was carried by six votes. 
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Mr. E. Macrory, Q.U., has been elected Treasurer of the Honourable 
Society of the Middle Temple in succession to Mr. Murphy, Q.C. 


hataiiok 





GENERAL. 


Mr. Justice Bigham was.on Saturday eveni 
rated Law ty of Liver, 
honour of his elevation to Mr. Frank Gregory, the 
president, presided over a large company, which included, in addition to 
Mr. Justice Bigham, Mr. Birrell, Q.C., M.P., Mr. M‘Arthur, M.P., Mr. 


the guest of the Incor- 
judicial bench. 


Danson (p t of the Liv | Chamber of Commerce), Mr. Cottrell 
(president of the eet ring Society), Professor Emmott, M.A., 
L.D., and the president and officers of the Manchester Law Asso- 


ciation, 


At the Winchester Assizes on Tuesday, says the TZimes, before Mr, 
Justice Hawkins, Willet Blake, labourer, on bail, was char; with 
indecently assaulting a girl named Laura Saunders. The details of the 
case call for no report ; but a point of the highest importance arose during 
the trial. Itappeared that ‘when the case was heard before the Lymington 
Bench the prisoner was defended by a solicitor and desired to call a man 
named an asa witness. His lawyer, however, advised him not to 
do so, but suggested that Rickman should be called as a witness at the 
trial. Thereupon the tes, without hearing Rickman, bound him 
over to appear at the assizes as a witness for the defence. The judge now 
said that, in so doing, they and their clerk had committed a gross ir- 
regularity. Under Ruseell-Gurney’s Act, passed in 1867, 30 & 31 Vict. c. 
35, s. 3—a statute with which every magistrate’s clerk and every magis- 
trate ought to be well acquainted—it is the duty of justices to ask an 
accused person if he desires to call any witness; and, if the accused shall 
desire to do so, the justices ‘‘ shall, in the presence of such accused person, 
take the statement on oath ; of those . . . socalled as wit- 
nesses by such accuced person . . and such witnesses . . . as 
shall in the opinion of the justices give evidence in any way material to 
the case or tending to prove the innocence of the accused shall be bound 
by recognizance to appear and give evidence at the trial.” His lordship 
then read section 5 of the same Act (which gives the court power to allow 
the —- of such witnesses), and then went on to say that it was 
perfectly clear that the magistrates should themselves hear the witness, 
and it was not within their juriediction to bind over any witness for the 
defence without first of all hearing his evidence. The prisoner and Rick- 
man both gave evidence now, and in the result the prisoner was found 
Not Guilty. His lordship ordered Rickman’s expenses as a witness to be 
paid, but disallowed the whole of the costs of the prosecution. 


For two monthe, says the Paris co ondent of the 7imes, people have 
been discussing whether 2 woman in France can be « barrister. Mile. 
Chauvin, who has raised this question, has gone through all the studies 
required for men. She is Licencié en Droit; nay more, she is Licencié és 
Lettres and Docteur en Droit, the latter after a brilliant examination 
before the Faculty of Law. She has thus a higher education than most 
barristers. The French law requires three things for the exercise of the 
legal profession—the presentation of a diploma of Licencié en Droit certi- 
fied by the Procureur-Général—a mere formality which Mlle. Chauvin has 
fulfilled without difficulty, an oath before the Court of Appeal, and admis- 
sion by the Council of the Order of Advocates. e. Chauvin went 
to the Court of Appeal to accomplish the second formality. A large 
crowd of women, journalists, and barristers had collected as though for 4 
censational trial. When Mlle. Chauvin advanced to the bar and asked to 
be sworn the Procureur-Général, M. Bertrand, took objection. He 
acknowl: that no law expressly forbade a woman to be a barrister, but 
he maintained that the spirit, if not the letter, of the law excluded her. 
He dwelt also on the difficulties which a woman would encounter in such 
a profession, and he urged the court not to open a way forthem. Mile. 
Chauvin, who had listened attentively and taken notes, asked and obtained 
leave to reply. Bareheaded, wearing a black silk dress, and having 
off a boa, she spoke, text-book in hand, in a clear and audible tone, 
combated seriatim the Procureur’s arguments. She remarked that 
present application was not to practise as a barrister, but simply to be 
sworn, and that this could not be refused her inasmuch as women were 
allowed, and even required, to be sworn as witnesses and on 
ments in the Postal and Telegraph Service. She insisted that, b —- 
law, an incapacity such as was sought to be inflicted on her ought to 
on an express enactment, and she asked the court to administer the oath, 
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cone to the Court of Advocates the responsibility of definitive admission 
or rejection. Her arguments seemed to make an —- but, accord- 
ing to usage, judgment was deferred for a wee Mile. Chauvin, on 
leaving the court, was epplauded by the crowd. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Rearstrans 1x ATTENDANCE ON 











Aprrat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Norra. Sriguixe. 
Mr. Pemberton Mr. Godfrey Mr. King 
= Goat King 
emberton 
ard Rolt Farmer 
Pemberton Godfrey King 
ard Rolt Farmer 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Kexewion. Romer. Byayz. 
Monday, Nov. Mr. Lavie Mr. Carrington Mr. Leach 
q Pugh Jackson Beal 
7 Lavie Carrington Leach 
T Pugh Jackson Beal 
] Lavie Carrington Leach 
Pugh Jackson Beal 











THE PROPERTY MART. 
fALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Nov. 30.—Mr. Atrrep Ricwarps, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., £30,000 (6 my Debenture 
Stock of the Gas Light & Coke Co. (See advertisement, this wee > p- -) 

Dec. 1.—Messrs. Enwiw Fox & Bovsrietp, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Estates, 
forming part of an Adventurer’s Share and parts of a King’s Share in the New River ; 
also £4,000 3 per Cent. Debenture Stock. licitors, Messrs. Torr, Gribble, —— & 
Sinclair, London; and W. T. Hartcup, Norwich. Block of esidential Suites, 
facing Kensington Gardens, of the rental value of £4,490 per annum; with 
for £30,000, pevable in forty years without premium. Solicitors, Messrs. Beale 
Co., London. (See advertisements, this week, p 3.) 

Dee 2.—Messrs. C. C. & T. Moors, at the Mart, at'2 p.m., Freehold and Leasehold Pro- 

ies at Peckham, Whitechapel- -road, Rotherithe od City of London, and Lime- 
jouse. (For ticulars see advertisement, this 3 
Dec. 2.—Messr:. H. E. Fostex & Cranriecp, at the Mart, Ss: m :— 
REVERSIONS : 

To seven one-forty-fourths of a Trust Fund, represented £14,716 Metro- 

itan 3} per ceat. Stock ; lady aged 67 ; see special itions. Solicitors, 

essrs. Sass & Young, London. 

Toa moiety of a Residuary Estate, value £12,244; lady aged 63. Solicitor, J. B. 


Churchill, Esq., London. 

To two-thirds of a Trust Fund of £2,750 in Consols; gentleman aged 59. Solici- 
tors, Messrs. Meggy & Stunt, Chelmsford and London. 

To two one-third shares uf a Trust Fund of £1,300 5 percent. Stock of the New- 
castle and Gateshead Water Co., valued at £2,300; ees fate, aged 72 Solicitors, 


Messrs. 4" Dalton, Hitchine, & Brabant, Lond on, 
aad aged 53. To £500 cash (sve ees lady aged 53, 
casi her. Also to of a Trust 


an 
Entate vs ne £9,038 : ady aged 71, provided lady cat asain, with 
icy. Solicitors, Douglas, Hermie, & Co., London. 


LIFE INTEREST : 
Of a a 4 oged 33,in Freehold Property value £70 per annum; with for 
P Rolicitors, Messrs. Colyer & Colyer, London. sad 


ie Alliance Land Building and Investment Co. S»licitors, Messrs. Keighley, 

Arnold, & Sismey, London. 
POLICIES : 

For £7,500, £7,500, £5,000, £5,000, ‘ - £4,200, £3,250, gy £2,000, £9,000, 

Sosotyne, Miles, & Blow, Mesure, Phel ip, Seiwa, & B & Biddle, all allot Lon: 
yne, ow low, Messrs. 

and Messrs. Stone, Fletcher, Hull, & Stone, 

(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Garetie.—Frivay, Nov. 19. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lamrrep m Cuanocery. 
Bhowzriszpe Guitp Porrgry Society, Limrrep—Petn for winding presented Ni 
6, directed to be heard on Dec 8. Morten & Co, wo, Newgate a, agent for Challinors 
i bhaw , Leek, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must t 
not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 2 
Norra Cuzsuiee Brewery Co, Liurrep—Creditors are 
Dec 28, to their names and addresses, the 
to John May and Samuel Wilkinson, c/o E. J. Walker, 2, Waterhouse st, Halifax. J. 
as May, solor 4? a ‘ om x ~ 
"EER STATES, mitzp—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 18, directed 
heard on Dec 3. Vencer & Cheleiien, 4, incbiery deen, for Notice 
peetins must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 


Bases & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dee 
and particulars 


Everett & Hodgkinson, 124, Chancery lane, solors for liquidator 
Vaipenz Pap Fm Lnnrren ( i nee —Creditors are pg om 
send r names and eddresses, a’ e particulars of or claims, 
to John Alderson Mayo, Church st, Yeovil 


London Gazette.—Tursvay, Nov. 23. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIBS. 
Lunrep tr Caancery. 
Misemons Liuitep—Peta f. v 20, directed to be heard on 
Osborn & Osborn, 56, 6. Copthall wee for petner. Notice of appearing 


reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the my, tf 
zt Pixetey & Co, Lamtep (or tar Furst. Economisen Works, Sere, 





or before Dec 10, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or to Kingham, 9 and 10, Fenchurch st. Dennigon, 71, Gracecnurch 
st, solor for liquidator 
Mippvietox axp Bini-Postixe a¥D [NG Go Jaerree tm™ Voturrary 
Toqouneseee) Coates om to in iculars of claims, 
demands to Baskerville ona, 
ra Brorurrs & Co, Limrrep—The Court has ordered the winding up 
be continued. Lane, 56, Gresham st, solor for 
oscar" Wortp Gowenaiem, Loursp—By an Ee made Williams, L.J. 
dated Nov 3, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up Shaw, 1, O14 
Serjeante’ inn, solor for petners 
bay pons é Som. eyes rinding, Soy Presented } Noy 18, directed % 
heard on Deacon Great St for petner. Notice 
the above-named not later than 6 o’clock-in the afternoon of 


qoutes ans Ee 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Farenvty Socrery, and Gun, Syston, Leicester. Nov 17 
iegess fonscovrgeay Lanovsni? Usiox Faizxpiy Socrery, Mr George Cox's, Naseby, 
4 y Past Faisxpty Society, Nelson Inn, Nelson Village, nr Pontypridd, Glam. 


Nov 
mt Love Socrery, Swan Inn, Whalley, Lancs. Nov 10 


Suspzxpep ror Tazss Mowrus. 
Parr Faienpiy Society, Princess Royal Inn, Parr, 8t Helens, Lancs. Nov 10 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Dar or Cram. 
London Gaszette.—Faivay, Nov. 5. 
Berna, Jounx, Towcett, Westmrind, Estate Agent Dec1 Chambres v Betham, North, 
J’ Rudall, W: 


Case, Janes, Saeeeeys Norfolk, Farmer Dec7 Geze v Gaze, Stirling, J Wilkinson 

Howes, Axx, ws lounete on Sea Dec 4 Chapman v Patland, North,J Neve, St 

Rowsz, wes ro Hany, Coal Merchant Dec 13 Rowsey 
North) a Moir, New Broad st news 


Wareon, Jotn, Horrab Devon, M.D. Dec? Colman v Watson, Romer,J Colman, 
Raymond bldgs, Gray’s ion 
London Gazetie—Touxsvay, Nov. 9, 
Frazer, Avexaxper, Derby, Tailor Dec13 Frazer v Frazer, Stirling, J Stone, Derby 
ay Nevern sq, South Kensington Dec 6 Luke y Hefferman, Romer, J 


ney, 





. UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Tunsvay, Nov. 9. 
Aver, Marruew, Whitley, Northumbrid Dec 4 Dickson & Co, Alnwick 
Atiex, Cuaries Surru, Tenby, Pembroke, Photographer Dec 13 Look, Tenby 
Bae, Francis Ervest, Anson rd, Tufnell Park Dec8 Romer, Bucklersbury 
Beckett, Witi14m, Gt Baddow, Essex, Builder Dec 20 Duffield & Bruty, Chelmsford 
Betws, Carnotise Hararet, Southsea Dee 16 Marshall, Southsea 
Benwevt, Miss Many, Henley on Thames Dec4 Witham & Co, Gray’s inn sq 
Braxetr, Anruve Witi1am, Retford Novy 23 Wintringham Cutts, Bognor 
Brackersury, Eowanrn, Boston Dec18 Staniland, Boston 
Burrerworrs, Frepericx, Blackley, mr Manchester, Builder Dec 6 Matson, 
Manchester 


Daniett, Euua, Nayland, Suffolk Dec16 Elwes & Turner, Colchester 

Darprsaine, WitL1Am, Blackrod, Lancaster, Shopkeeper Nov 24 Wilson, Wigan 

Drxox, Rosert, Stanhope, Durham, Blacksmith Dec17 Thompson, Stanhope 

Dottor, Susaxwa, Skirbeck, Lincoln Dec18 Staniland, Boston 

Fronts, Ex1zanera Mary, Weybridge Dec15 Frank & Co, Golden sq 

Gissox, Groner, Norwich, Licensed Victualler Dec 9 Watson & Everitt, Norwich 

Gazaves, Roszrt Tavastox, Oldham Dec 25 Seholfield, Manchester 

Hantixe, Joux Josern Horwe, Reigate Dec4 Witham & Co, Gray’s inn sq 

Hawnpon. Haxwan, Newcastle upon Tyne Dec 30 Robert Brown, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Hitt, Hinam, Jackfield, Salop, Iankeeper Dec 11 Potts & Potts, Broseley 

Huyt, Faeperice, Erdington, Warwick Nov 30 RM Wood & Co, Birmingham 

Jacxsox, Exizasern Extex, Halewood villas, Kew Gardens Deo 12 Eltoft & Eltoft» 
Manchester 


lasrne, eZ Cuanene, Caledonian Hotel, Adelphi, Master Mariner Dec 6 Spencer 


Moreax, Taomuas, Carshalton, Surrey Dec8 Pownall & Co, Staple inn 

Mater, Horace Cuarces, Ipswich Nov29 Havers, Lowestoft 

Mant, Hesay Neweut, Ridgemount gdns, Grovest Nov30 Robinson & Co, Bradford 
Mass, B Renae, Cambridge ter, Hyde Park Dec9 Wellborne & Son, Dake st, South- 


Soscae, | Leyton, Essex Dec6 Armstrong, Crooked In, King William st 
Murs, Mary, Brighton Dec6 Goodman, Brighton 

Marrews, Peren, Cullercoats, Northumberland Dec 16 Lambert, Gateshead 

Monro, Joux, Heaton, nr Bolton Nov 30 Winder, Bolton 

Pewsox, Exiex, Leeds Nov 30 Bointon & Son, Leeds 

Praxixotox, Witt1aM, Speke, Lanes, Farmer Dec 14 Banks & Co, Liverpool 

Pows.t, Davin, Farm st, Mayfair Dee ll Budd & Co, Austin Friars 

Raruent, Faxxy, Axx Reap, Shaldon, Devon Dec25 Tozer & Co, Teignmouth 
Rocsrs, Rev Jonx Taowas, Winscombe, Somerset Dec 20 Webster, Axbridge 
Sxveene. Sanan Boppicort, Poslingford House, nr Clare Nov 20 Rix & Son, Beccles, 


Suanrz, Bexsau's, Burton on Trent Novis Taylor & Wheatcroft, Burton on Treat 
Sraytey, Caaztes Hewny, Liverpool, Provision Merchant Dec 27 Mason & Co, 








ere. weaR Boon) (nr Votunrary Laguipatios) ore ag uired, on 
an ie, t0 Een’ Weber aoectieit Bolten, ae lags of thet ace 
0, 
Loupon anp Panis France axp Expronation Co, Lamrrep—Creditors are required, on 





Taco, Mary Axx, Woodhouse, York Dec7 Furniss & Oo, Sheffield 
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Warxrx Jones, Brynhyfryd, Aberdare, Chemist Dec 9 Phillips & Son, 
A . 
Tuomrsow, Many Axx, Bingley, York Dec¥ W & K ET Wilkinson, York 
‘Wixrersvns, James, Addingham, York Nov19 Brown & Wood, Skipton 
London Gazette. Fatpay, Nov. 12. 


Avans, Hexny, Worthing Dec9 Peake & Co, Bedford row 
Arxinsoy, Axx, Stockton on Tees Dec 30 Archer & Parkin, Stockton on Tees 


Bavyuzs, ~ & Wituram Jous Watrer, Putney Heath Dec 15 Lee & Pembertons, | 
s inn 


Bepwettt, Guenee, icmmond Nov 29 Tempany & Co, Bedford row 

Bexxert, Joux, Clifton, Bristol, Stockbroker Dec 2i Strickland & Fletcher, Bristol 
Brveawor, Janes, Kingston upon Hull, Tailor Dec 13 Mends & Co, Hull 

Bromuuzy, Beatua Grororva, Fallowfield, Manchester Nov 27 Roweliffe & Co, Man- 


Bacwy, Toomas Featuerstox, Durham Dec 22 Jonas, Old Serjeants’ ion 
Bucnaway, Jons, Southport Dec6 Buck & Co, Southport 


Bucnawayw, James, Newport, Victoria, Engineer Dec 15 St Barbe & Co, Delahay st, 
Westminster 


Campsett, Axwiz Brxo, Farnham; Surrey Dec13 Minshal!l & Co, Chancery lane 
Corsett, Ex.tex, Aston, Birmingham Nov 22 Jeffery Parr & Hasell, Birmingham 
Date, Georcs Convetivs, Wandsworth Dec 3i T W Ratcliff & Son, Lime st 

De Nicows, Daxiet Nicoras, Regent st Dec 11 Tyrrell & Co, Albany courtyard, 


Dont, Manens, Walcot, Bath Dec 28 Stone & Co, Bath 
Dovrnwairs, Axx, Saddler, Newcastle upon Tyne Dec 17 Stanford, Newcastle upon 


Exuert, James, Heywood, Lancs, Smallware Dealer Nov 27 Banks & Maddock, Hey- 


Easxive, Gzorce Davin, Cheltenham Jani Winterbothams & Gurney, Cheltenham 
Fawkes, Ricnanrp, Seymour st, Portmansq Dec2 Pears & Co, Sackville st 
Forasy, Ricuarp, Formby, Lancs Dec 23 Miles Formby, Formby 

Fosrer, Joux, Kirkstall, Leeds Dec9 Bulmer & Lawson, Leeds 

Goop, Wii.1am Fereasy, Hessle, Yorks Dec 13 Thompson & Co, Hull 


Goven, Major-General Groncz Tuomas, Cheltenham,Glos Jani Hopkinson & Oppen- 
er, Clement’s lane 
Govon, Many Cuancorte Staycey, Surbiton, Surrey Dec 25 Hopkinson & Oppen- 
heimer, Clement’s lane 
Garmsvace, Henny Monten, Brighton Dec 20 Woodbridge & Sons, Uxbridge 


Gavuxavzr, Louis, Swatow, China, Mercantile Assistant Dec 17 Linklater & Co, Bond 
Walbrook 


sia Weenae, Sawley, Derby Dec10 Wilson, Long Eaton, nr Nottingham 
Masponn, Ts Tuomas Bisnor, Maiden lane, Queen st Dec 31 Ashurst & Co, Throgmor- 


Hanvar, Taowas Witroversy Ernest, Littlehampton Dec 11 Holmes & Co, Little- 


Hottoway, Gronoz, Stalham, Norwich Dec9 Cross, Prescot 

Ictmeaworts, Mania Janz, Slough, Bucks Jan 1 Rowcliffes & Co, Bedford row 

Ketty, Eowarp O’Farre.., West Kensington Dec 20 W M Tayler & Son, Gt James 
Bedford row 

Mimtati, Tuzopore, Higher Broughton, Salford, Merchant Dec 18 Marson, Man- | 

Shee, Marrna, Aberystwith, Cardigan Dec 14 Davies, Aberystwith 

Nieutixaare, Artuve Jonx, Stockw.ll Dec 13 Price, John st, Bedford row 

Paoz, Gronae, Shrewsbury Dec8S Sprott & Morris, Shrewsbury 

Paroz, Marcaner, Liantwit Major,Glam Dec15 Miles, Cowbridge 

Paice, Rosert, Warwick court, Gray’s inn, Auctioneer Dec13 Price, John st, Bedford 


Sassen, Sonarasy, Cheadle, Stafford, Yeoman Dec10 Cull & Brett, Cheadle 
Rayuent, Epwarp Devary, Green Shaldon, Devon Dec 25 Tozer & Co, Teignmouth 
Reppatt, Davin Gapspex, Finsbury Dec 15 Hepworth & Co, South st 

Rosgets, Saran Axx, Spalding, Lincs, Innkeeper Dec 31 Maples & Son, Spalding 


Swixperis, Georce, Prestbury, Chester, Cotton Spinner Dec 21 Addleshaw & ¢ ie 
Bracy, Joux Humax, Wolvereste, nt Oxford, Paper Manufacturer De>15 Reh ters A 


Taacxwe.t, Mary, heathile Rectory, nr Ludlow, Salop Dec16 Paull, Taunton 
Water, James, Bedford Dec 18 Carter Mitchell, Bedford 
Warers, Ex1za, Gt Yarmouth Nov 20 Burton & Son, Gt Yarmouth 
| Weoser, ALexanper Biucusr, Exmouth Dec4 Petherick & Sons, Exmouth 
| Wixo, Gzoras, Sheffield Dec 20 Webster & Styring, Sheffield 
| Wixcrove, Rosest, Southampton Dec8 Clarke & Son, High Wycombe 
| London Gazette.—Turspvay, Nov. 16. 
Axsorr, Jouy, Dacre, Cumberland, Farmer Dec13 Arnison & Co, Penrith 
Apvamsoy, Mary, Southport Deell Brown & Co, Stockport 
Baxer, Jouy, Clapham Jan 31 Comins, Gt Portland st 
Beat, Wittram, York, Joiner Dec 31 Bannister Dent, Yurk 
Briacesvuan, Cuarvotre, Broadstairs Dec 25 Sparkes & Emery, Ramsgate 
| Buacxsuay, Witt1am Souty, Broadstairs, Builder Dec 25 Sparkes & Emery, Rams 


Socata. Sir Joun Cuanies, Bournemouth Novis Mooring & Co, Bournemouth 
Cangy, Waxrer, Regent et, Dec i3 Kilsby & Son, College hill, Cannon st 
Cavey, Sir Groncz AtLansoy, Brompton Hall, York, Baronet Dec17 Gray & Dode 
| Guam Euizabeta, Hawkwell, Northumberland Dec 13 Arnott & Co, Newcastle 
Cnasatiel foun Sitis, Tonbridge Dec 16 Stenning & Co, Tonbridge 
Cracc, Lucy, Levenshulme, nr Manchester Dec17 Bond & Son, Manchester 
De Beato, Beanarp, Rome, Italy Decl Steiaforth, Liverpool 
Dossow, Ricuagp, Preston, Beerseller Dec 4 Thompson & Oakey, Preston 
Fautxyer, Mary Any, Ramsgate Dec25 Sparkes & Emery, Ramsgate 
Gansurt, Jemmey, Westside, York, Farmer Dec 10 Hugh W & R Pearson, Helmsley 
Haroreaves, Evizapetu Axx, Haslingden, Lancs Dee7 Whitaker, Hasliogden 
Hanrsison, Axne Janz, Newcastle under Lyme De:20 Donnison & Edwards, Liverpodl 
Hemineaway, Epwarp, Halifax Dec2i Wavell & Co, Halifax 
Lave, Mary, Nottingham Dec 20 Huish, Ilkeston 
Leacu, Mary, Ashton on Ribble, Preston Dec 21 W & J Cooper, Preston 
Mircue.y, Witt1am, Golborne, Lancs Dec 31 Rigg, Golborne 
Mircuerer, Sternex, Ainsdale; Southport D:c13 Dixon & Syers, Liverpool 
Moraax, Atrrep, Tenby, Pembagke Dec3i FJ&GJ Braikenridge, Bartlett's bldgs 
Nixoy, Susannau, Heigham, Norwich D:ci4 Goodchild, Norwich 

Oaitvis, Exviza Jane, Folkestone Jani Harrison, Folkestone 

Otrver, Tuomas, Bollington, nr Macclesfield Jan 10 H Hand, Macclesfield 
lp Papvosrt, James, Leeds Dec 3i Nelson & Co, Leeds 

| Powett, James, Uley, Glos Nov 30 Francillon, Dursley 

| Rag, Carnourne, Exning, Suffwlk Jan19 Button & Aylmer, Newmarket 
| Ricuarpsoy, The Ven Archdeacon Witwiam, Corwen, Merioneth Dec 18 Morgan & 

Richardson, 


| SeaRicut, es Exizaperu, Lancaster gate, Hyde Park Dec 30 Hollams & Co, 


Mincing lane i ; : 
Surra, Mantua Ayn, Clifton, Bristol Dec 18 Sturge, Bristol 

| Surroy, Exiza Cuagvorrs, Bayswater Dec 13 Clark, Bucklersbury 

| TatrxeLL, Georcr Por, Wood st, Cheapside Dec20 Rowcliffes & Co, Bedford row 
Tucker, Cuances Juxivs, Guildford Nov 30 White, Guildford 

Wesrtoy, Epwarp Fraycis, Stafford, Surgeon Dec 20 Hand & Co, Stafford 

| Witsos, Extey, Hastings Dec 18 Stoneham, Fenchurch st 

| Woop, Mary Aww, Halifax Dec 21 Wavell & Co, Halifax 
Waicut, Srrernitt Harry, Hereford Dec16 Mather, Liverpool 

| Youre, Maziaxne, Wrington, Somerset Dec 22 Wood, Wrington 











Hos, Joszpu, Ni 
| Pet Nov17 Ord ‘ov 17 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES, 


ham, Fish Salesman Nottingham | Pearson, Francis Some, Cardiff, Actor Cardiff Pet 
Nov13 Ord Nov 1 


London Gasette.—Frivay, Nov. 19. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Banxer, Faxpentcx Ivenam, Preston Preston Pet Nov 
a 17 bag La "aa 
ERTHAM, Joun WILLIAM, —— Hay Dealer Brad- 
Be ford "Pet ae wee Nov 1 . 
yNxTox, Epwix urD, Omnibus Proprietor High 
Court Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov 16 si ” 
Brows, Tuomas, Doncaster, Printer Bradford Pet Nov 
15 Ord Nov 15 


Cawprox, Wittiam, jun, Tagstaasten, Cheesemonger 
FE aonb 4 Ord N oak. 
Curtp, Taomas Henny, Reading, Readi 
Nov 12 Nov 12 Be ¢ na Mea 


a ——* Bournemouth, Hotel Preprietor Poole 


Oneal on Pocklington, Yorks, Licensed Victualler 
York Pet Nov16é Ord Nov 16 
Daneogr, Wittram Laxpare, 1 Chester, Solicitor 
Liverpool Novil Ord Nov 17 
Dvucxwortn, Wittiam Hewry, Shaw, Lancs, Coal Mer- 
o- 2. Pet N yh Leagt x of 7 
‘osern, Tootin unction, La’ d 
wate Nov Ora or .. urer Croydon 
Awertt, Isaac Ht 
Yorks Wakefield Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov is” — 
Fiera, Wittiam Wattace, Bradford, Brok 
3 a Nov 18 Ord Now 1 radfo: roker Bradford 
'OXALL, Grorce, Sta’ ya, Saiop, Carpent 
Pet Nov4 Nov 1 “a ee ee 
a ame Telington’ "High Court Pet Novi6é Ord 


, 8t George, istol, Boot Manu- 

RB a Ra a 
AS CE, tan: 

Court Pet April 28 Ord Nov 13 nari 


| Havpow, Fraycis Wittiam Goopaay, Walsall, Saddle | 
oufacturer Walsall Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 


 eintaene Davin, Poddington, Clothier High Court Pet 


Novs Ord Nov 16 


Hamer, Aurrep, Leicester Leicester Pet Nov 16 Ord | | Prrrwax, Taoxas Colonial av, Minories High Court Pet 


Nov 16 
Hannes, James Breeze, Cardigan, Innkeeper Carmarthen | 

Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 17 

Haworrts, Witt1aM, Burnley, Platelayer Burnley Pet 
Novi17 Ord Nov17 

Henry, Atrrep, and | Epwarp Gassort, Ancoate, 
Manchester, Rag Merchants Manchester Pet Nov 16 
Ord Nov 16 

Hinges, Asse, Oldham Oldham Pet Nov 16 Ord 

ov 


Hutue, James, Denton, Lancs, Farmer Aston under 
Lyne Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 

Inaram, J, Woolwich, Lieutenant Greenwich Pet Oct 25 
Ord Nov 16 

Jounso&, Geoncr, Huddersfield, Boot Maker Hudders- 
field Pet Sept 27 Ord Oct 8 

Kysioent, Wittram Harry, i eiten. Milk Dealer Leices- | 

. ter » Nov is oe Nov 15 fies 

AvRIE, WiLttaM, thamstow, High Court 

Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 17 Praises: 

Levitt, Ex1an, Cambridge, Publican Cambridge Pet Nov 

L V7 a eg? a 

evy, Davin, Pendleton, Salford, Furniture Deal 

. —y = Pet — | Nov 17 . wd 

yous, Epwarp, New st, Financial Agent High 

sei OPE Gasca igh Ue 

cPuErsoy, Co 
Pet Oct 12 Ord Nov 17 on ee 

Manrspey, Mipoiey, Weaste, Salford Salford Pet Nov 
17. Ord Nov 17 

Meacern, Wn aes Balham High Court Pet Nov 15 





Ord N 
Outver, A C8, Maddox st, Regent st High Court Pet 


Aug 2 Ord Nov 18 





Augl0 Ord Nov 10 
| Rawes, Tas James, Bridlington Scarborough Pet Nov15 Onl 
ov 


thomas pom, Margate Canterbury Pet Nov 15 
Ord Nov 

Srratrow sd Folkestone, Greengrocer Cantet- 
bury "Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 17 

Srvart, Magimw, H.M.8. a ” Devonport High 
Court PetOct27 Ord Nov 1 

Sprvackx, Tostas, Cardiff, A Cardiff? Pet 
Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 


Sway, E H. , Silversmith Birmingham Pet 
Oct 28 Ord Now 16° . : 
| Teeereem, Bos ~ ita Leeds, Mechanic Leeds Pet Novis 


TiLey, neh Leicester, _pemaiation Agent Le‘cester 
Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 1 

Tomiins, James, yw wad Aberystwith Pet Nov 18 
Ord Nov 15 


Wapsworru, Asrauam, Colne, La Cab Proprietor 
Burnley Pet Novi17 Ord Nov1 
Wascert, Cc .. Brockley, Builder Gocenwids Pet Oct 32 
Nov 
Witttams, Gzorce Amos Faanx, Gloucester, Confectionet 
Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 17 
Wassamm, Huou rmedd, nr Bangor, Joiner 
Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov is 


Witsox, Recta teed. Plumber Lincoln Pet Nov 18 
Ord Nov 13 


Wu.sox, Taomas, Sheffield, Painter Sheffield Pet Novi! 
Ord Nov 17 
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Nawmay, 


i bstituted for that published in the Junction, Labourer Croydon | Evans, J. , Farmer Carmarthen Pet 
Amended nov adon Gazette of Nov. 12 wiapeh Nov 10 Ord Nov 37 : Nov if. Ord Nov 17 . 
hester, Picture Desler M Pawortt, Isaac, and Tromas Heway Canancus, Goole, | Feurox, Cua Tittensor, Staffs, Blacksmith Stafford . 
Woo.r, Manchester, anchester Yorks Wakefield Pet Nov15 Ord Pet Nov 18 Nov 18 
Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 8 Prats, Wiuitan wepenate, Rentiesd Broker Bradford — 7 ae Saddler Stockton on 
FIRST MEETINGS. mm High Court Pet Nov 16 Ord | Paa Colchester, Builder Colchester Pet 


, Hexrzy Witt14m, Pentonville rd, Manufacturer 
Mor 26 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 


avenue 

p, Frepenick, Stoke upon Trent, Licensed Victual- 

“ Nov 29 at 2.30 Off , Newcastle under Lyme 

Bituixctox, GipkON Moa.ey, Wolstanton, Staffe, 
enware Manufacturer Nov 29 at 2 Off Ree, Newcastle 
under Lyme 

Brows, Tuomas, Doncaster, Printer Nov 29at11 Off 
Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Crank, CHARLES STANLEY, Gt Clacton, Butcher Dec 10 at 
12 Cups Hotel, Colchester 

Couwit, Grorce, Mountain a Glam, Grocer Nuv 26 
at 12 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil fil 

Cooper, RopertT Bryan, Scar eecegtl, Draper Nov 30 at 
8 Off Rec, 74, Newborough, Scarboroug 

CaorTox, Gronrae, Pocklington, York, Licensed Victualler 
Dec 1 at 12.15 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, ork 

Caoox, Henry Cuarves, Gt Clacton Dec 10 at 1130 
Cups Hotel, Colchester 

Fawcett, Isaac, and Tuomas Henry Canrarine, Goole, 

York Nov26at3 Off Rec, 6, Bond terrace, Wake- 

eld 

Fuuier, Bexsamis Faasxciy, Gt Easternst Nov 26 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Grupory, James Scott, Nottingham, Yarn Agent Nov 
29at12 Off Rec, 4, Castle place, top of Park st, Not- 
tingham 

a agg > Joux, Lianfihangel Cilfargen, Farmer Nov 27 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Hawsox, Joux, Dewsbury, York, Gecengeeeer Nov 26 at 
3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Horsey, Atsert, Bournemouth, Builder Nov 26 at 12.30 
Off Rec, City chmbrs, Endless st, Salisbury 

Hurcurxson, Lyp1a, ~~~ York Nov 36 at ll Off 
Rec, Bank c hmbrs, Batl % 

Jacosivs. Mancus, Cardiff, Tobacconist Nov 29 at 11 Off 
R Cardiff 

Kiso, Foarn, op, Sussex Nov 29 at 1.45 Swan 
Hotel, ‘Puiboroug 

Lockyer, THomas, anaes Draper Nov26ati1l Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Care 


Meacen, WiiL1aM, Baber Nov 26 at 12 Bankruptcy’ 


bldgs, Carey st 

Newmay, ome, Manchester, Picturé Dealer Nov 26 at 

Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
iley, Yorks, Grocer Nov 6 at11.30 Off 
h, Scarborough 

Perens, James, Sho! iteh, Tailor Nov 96 at 2.90 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Care’ yx ke 

Prrruay, Tuomas, Colonial avue, Minories Dec 1 at 11 
eg nd bidgs, Carey st 

Rayty, J — Nov 30 at 11 Off Rec, 74, 
Newboro a 

Raysor, Joun , amery me eld, Butcher Nov 29 at 11 
Off Rec, 4. Castle pl, top of Park st, Nottingham 

Ricnarpson, Isnazt, Margate Dec 9 at 9 Ree, 73, 

. Oxfords, School- 


e st, Canterbury 

Rockmay, FRANCESCA Exsiz, Banb 
mistress Nov 29 at 12.30 White Lion Hotel Banbury 

Ropotr, SoLomon, a Provision Dealer Dec 1 at 
230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Rornerrorp, Groror, Sunderland, Commission agent 
Nov26at3 Off Ree, 25, John st, Sunderland 

Saursox, Lewis, Hanley, Staffs, Baker ar 2ati2 Off 
Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 

BaxpERsoy, Henpert, Leeds, Joiner Dec lat ill Off 


22, Park row, 

Baspenson, W, Willesden Green Nov29ati2 Bank- 
ruptcy ‘bldg, Ca Carey st 

Broozur, Isaac, Ibert vi Draper’s Porter Dec8 at 3 
Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Brruax, Rites Groner, Bourton on the Water, a 
Printer Nov 27at3.15 County Court bldgs, Chelten- 

Stave, Jonx, Lanreath, Cornwall, Farmer Dec 1 at 11 
10, Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 

pees, James, Wombwell, yt my Maker Nov29at 


10.15 
tly Joux, Gateohe , Clerk or 29at1130 Off 
Nov 26 at 12 Off 


Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 
Nov 26 at 2.30 


Pecxitt, James, 
Rec, 74, Newborou 


a 


Swann, ‘ANN, = cae, Greengrocer 
Rec, 4, Castle place, soe of Sacks oh, Wats 
Towzas, Wray Peterboro td 
¥ Law Courts, 5 rd, Petro 
YENSTANLEY, ENRY, eepert, Licensed 
aller ' Nov 29 at 3 Eels. Head Woter Ports- 


Amended notice substituted for that published in th: 
London Gazette of Nov. Pe: ' 


Cant, Joux, Leicester, Cattle Dealer Nov 19 ‘at 12 

Ree, 2, Berridge st st, Leicester g = 
ADJUDICATIONS. 

Barz, Tuomas Broox, Blaen . nr Bridgend, Grocer 
Cardiff Pet Nov6 Ord 7 

Banas, Fasprnic Incuan, ak Preston Pet Nov 

ov 17 
Busrnax, Joun Witu1am, Bradford, Hay Deal Brad- 
Bette We aT WOH, Ppetangee 
8, Wittiam Isaac, Wal 

Pet Oct 16 Ord Novy 15 ceanarin riko yey 
wx, Tuomas, Doncaster, Printer Bradford Pet Nov 
183 Nov 15 


Cup, Tuomas Henry, , Banding, Draper Readin; gs Pet 
Nov 12 Ord Novi 
B HARD, southend Bea 
Ric on High Court Pet July 


uareee Groncr "Pocklington, Yorks, Licensed Victaal 
ler ‘York Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov i6 ™ 


Feantz, + ao 
Nov 1 


Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 
Haas, in N 
Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 17 
Hamer, Auraep, Leicester 
Nov 16 


Fish Salesman Nottingham 


Novi7 Ord Nov1 
me Wit, Burnley, Platelayer Burnley Pet 
Nov Ord Nov 17 
Hewsry, Aurax, and Atsert Eowarp Gassorr, Ancoata, 
Merchants Manchester 


Ord Nov 16. 
Hivxcnuires, James Avrrep, aay, Yorks, Juiner Brad- 
ford Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov 


Hurme, James 
Lyne Pat Nor 1 15 Sond Nor 15 
Kwreat, etuen Harry, 
Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 


1 Nov 12 
lon, = Cambridge, Publican 
Ord Nov 17 


Mati, , e4 Sutton, Surrey Croydon 


v7 

Perens, James, Shoreditch, Tailor High Court Pet Nov 
Ord Nov 15 

Sacer, — Bridlington Scarborough Pet Nov 15 


‘ov 15 

Ricnanpson, Israni, Margate Canterbury Pet Nov 15 
Ord Nov 15 

Svape, Jonny, Lanreath, Farmer Plymouth Pet Nov 11 
Ord Nov 15 

Smavy, Huserr Exias. ty Kent, Saddler Canterbury 
Pet Oct 26 Ord 

Sarrn, Grorce ped aa Leeds, Stationer Leeds 
Pet A a my A 16 

Draper Birmingham 


’ Srawway 
Pet Nov 3 Ord Nov 13 
Genstoun, Faeperick, F , Geeengrocer Canter- 
Pet Nov 16° Ord Nov 17 


Tasso, pom, Manchester Manchester Pet Oct 15 
ov 17 
bie = 5 Epuunp, Leeds, Mechanic Leeds Pet Nov 15 
15 
Tituey, Trouss, Leiceste 3 Commission Agent Leices‘er 
Pet Ni Ord Nov 
a a Liseard, Builder Bitkenhead Pet Sept 8 


Nov 16 
Wapsworrtns, Apranam, Lanes, Cab Proprietor 


Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 17 
Was, Gzorcs Amos Franx, Gloucester, Confectioner 
Wituiams, Huon, Penrh id, nr Ban Joiner 
or Pet Nov 16 Oe Nor 16 ihe 
Wuses, ENRY, Lincoln, Plumber Lincoln Pet Nov 13 
13 
Was ja Sheffield, Painter Sheffield Pet Nov 17 
eles -~ mee Gx yy Nottingham Nottingham Pet 


Yates, CHagies + New Crofton, Yorks, Butcher 
Wakefield Pet Oct 18 Ord Nov 12 


Aeneieh ently bene Re Oat ptiiind tn the 
London Gazette of 29: 
Taomas Epcar, Bredbury Stockport, 
Stockport Pet Oct 22 Ord ¢ Get 27 
Amante netinn eieatietes Or Beet pettiched tn Ge 
London Gazette of 
Rawnem Wests, eatenten, Picture Dealer Manchester 


Nov 8 Ord Nov8 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette 


Cracxstox, 
Mason 


of Nov 16: 
Rosixsoy, Atrrep, and Exiza Heauey, Manchester, Waste 
Dealers Manchester 


London Gaszette.—Turapay, Nov. 23. 





RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ArraynpaLz, Epwarp, Denton, Lancs, Grocer Ashton 
under Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 19 
~~) ptemmee {Dealer High 


Bersvey, James Jony, 
Cc. He. retro mA Ay yt be Cc. Kings 
AB ,3 Ray LLAN Cara, 
Hall, Kingston upon al Pet 


Nori 19 Ord Nov 19 


Carine, Roperst - , Eastbourne, Stable 
Pet Nov 18 Ord Kor 18 
Cuameers, Ropert Hevay A rosponge. Bristol, Baker Bristol 


Pet Nov ef ~ Ord Nov 20 
Corrre.t, ey Staffs, Grocer 
Macclesfield Nov 18, Ord Nov 18 


Cranston, Noun i West Builder Sunderland 
16 Ord Nov 16 
Crump, Atrrep Caarves, Birmi . Brass Caster Bir- 
Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 
Dowatpsoyx, Jonx, Walton on 


Thames, Coal 
Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 18 
Eomonps, Hewry ease. Baker Plymouth 
La aig bag te had 

Exeznsow, Eowanp, Walthamstow, Financial Agent High 
Court Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 





aS Witurdm Herry, Shaw 
Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 17 


Coal Mer- 


chant Oldham 


B 
| meee — Merthyr 





Fuse, , ae Faavyx iy, ous Eastern st High 
Court. Pet Oct 21, Ord Nov 
Happos a Wotan Geman, Walsall Walsall 


Leicester Pet Nov 16 Ord 
ca James Pores. Gotiom, Innkeeper Carmarthen 


Nov 16 


Hotpex, Apam, Oithas Olahann Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 
Lanes, Farmer Ashton under 


Leicester, Milk Dealer Leicester 
Laver, Joun Arxiss, Southend, Farmer Chelmsford Pet 
Oct 11 Ord 
Cambridge Pet 
Pet July 19 
Nov 1 
Mangoes, Mipa.ey, Salford Salford Pet Novi17 Ord 


Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 
Gay, Gores, Pembroke, Baker Pembroke Dock Put 
Nov 19 Grd Nov 19 


Eayest, Devon, Butcher Barnstaple 
G ogh h pe ad Fishmonger Gt Grimsby 
RAY, . 
Fee enin” Ged her fe 
ae pg Wells, Butcher Tanbriige 
Wells Pet Novi9 Ord Nov 19 


Hey, , Sous Fueeee, Upper Baker st High Court Pet Aug 
pa t.., Avpemaate F, 


Norwich, Stationer Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet Nov2 Ord Nov i8 
ane. ' —F eenene Penzsnce Truro Pet Nov 18 


Horrors, Witt1am, and Sones Toe Paves, ver, Staff 


‘ord, 
Ord Nov 18 
J “ee, Lazzts, eld, Miller Chesterfield Pet 
‘ov 15 Nov 18 

Kwr1entox, Amos ALLE, Chariton Kings, Glos, Coal Dealer 
Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 17 

Lerpermay, B nee Hana, 
"Pet, Nov 19 Nov 19 19 


nr Manchester, Sales- 
—a Sasa Pet Nov is. Ord No Novis 18 


Senn, JoszpH, Aston, Warwicks, Pearl 
turer Pet Nov 8 Ont Now 19 
Mortox, Hunry, Lofthouse Gate, Wakefield, Joiner 
Wakefield Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 19 
lane High Court Pet Nov 18 


Commis- 
Can- 


mena Epuvyxp James, Stoke by Nayland, Suffolk, 
Baker Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 18 
Bene, Se ALTER Jous, Norwich Norwich Pet Nov 20 
‘ov 20 


eer Ry Witi1am, yas, Beinaten, Bedford, Farmer Luton 
Gnaneaem, 6 Gnonox Tuomas, Derby Derby Derby Pet Nov 19 


1 
Simons, W: Vazie Layxapats, Pont; . Solicitor 
Pentre Pat Novis Onions 
Sxowpey, Jomx Otay Salesman High 
80 Poona’ Gektvarn be the the Sex, York, Baker 
WERBY, ‘ork, 
Stockton on Tees Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 17 


Sraxcun, Wauren, Hinckley, Leicester, 

Nov 19 

Tainimax, Henry Faawx, Mare st, Hackney, Baker High 
Court Pet Ord 


¥ D Nov 19 Nov 19 
=~ s AVI 

Pet Nov 19 ‘Grd Nov 19 
WaLrox, Fuso, Doncaster, 9 Clerk, Sheffield Pet 


Nov 20 Ord Nov 
Wannes, el anee x Datel, Fish Salesman Oxford Pet 


wane herds Derby, Accountant 
Chesterfield Pet Nov 20 ov 30 
Wiporry, fz, Westen, Ree Lodging house Keeper Bristol 
Pet Nov Nov 20 
WI.pixeG bf Norwich, Painter Norwich Pet Nov 
‘ov 


Wi a Got Ro Burnham, Hotel Proprietress 
ORLOCK, Ay ) 
Bridgwater 


Pet Novis Ord Nov 18 


Amneniel enti ange Se that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov. 19 :. 


Otivier, AC 8, Maddox st, Regent st High Court Pet 
Aug 28 Ord Nov 17 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

sam, Aveees, Thornton, nr Bradford, Grocer Nov 90 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Bassuty, Janes Joux, Provision Dealer Nov 30 
- 1) me, Bar Dealer Dec 2 at 
aes ows Kilburn, Se Nov 30 at 


Baan pce ities er at 11 Off Rec, 4, 


a ee — ee 


Ca wpnom, Wises, jun, seein se. | Chnemmengic 


ieee Berns. Heading, Diaper” Nov 280 at 2 


Pnproke Dee 1 at 11 righ Litle, Haron, Bradford 


Paanrs, Pavt,lalington Decl at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
i OF 


Berrnax, i ie, Bi, Mane 
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= 
Jommen, Govan Huddersfield, Boot Maker Dec 3 at 12 
19, John William st, Huddersfield 
mr KT ey ee cae, = Dealer Deel 
HTON, Amos AuLEx, Charlton K: Glos, Coal Dealer 
Dee 9 at 11 Count; Court hides, 
Lavare, Wiii14m, Walthamstow, Nov 30 at 2.30 


, Carey st 
cave, Jon Arxixs, Hockley, Essex, Fafmor Dec 1 at 
Shirehall, Chelmsford 


maf 
Lavizr, Euizau, Cambridge, Publican Dec 15 at 10.30 
6, Petty Cury, Cambridge 
Lroxs, Eowanp, New Broad st, Financial Agent Dec 1 at 


eg ay Carey st 
McPunnsor, Joux ~ Forest Gate, Dairyman Nov 
80 at 12 bidgs, Carey 


Ma 
at 12.30 a Hall, Pembroke Dock 
Ma’ : -q o- sues Kaxwere, Cambri , — Dee 15 at 
0 
Mavp, Cronos, Leeds, Tailor’s Traveller Decilati2 Off 


row, Leeds 
Ourvise, ACS. Maddox st, Regent st Deelati2 Bank- 
ruptcy bi Carey st 
Psanson, Faarcis Gates, Cardiff, Actor Dec7at10 Off 


ee So 


Squines, Witiiam Joux, 
Dec 1 at 12 

TTON, Frepenick, Folkestone, 

9.30 Off Rec, 


Rec, 
Paruurrs, Davin, Pad Clothier Dec 2at 12 Bank- 
Jauzs, Stoke by Nayland, Suffolk, 
Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswi 
ord Dee 4 at 11.80 Off Rec, St 
Paul’s aq, Bedf: 
Sruons, Anruur Josern, Tajenster, Beer Agent Nov 30 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berri 
Sura, Epwanp Suoarces, lan, Flints, Innkeeper 
Deciat3 Royal Hotel, Rhyl 
Surrn, Moszs Jony, Margate, "Geen Dec4atil Off 
Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 
un, Leagrave, Bedford, Wheel- 
ff Rec, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 
Greengrocer Dec 9 at 
73, Castle st, Canterbury 
p Renesas DecSat3 Off 
Leeds, Mechanic Dec2at 12 Off 
k row, Leeds 
Trier, ann Leicester, Commission Agent Nov 30 at 
W: ony On I, a K Dec 
IDGERY ILLIAM, B ouse Kee 1 
30 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol oid 
bie 7 Hoon, Penthosgarnedd, nr Bangor, Joiner Dec 
Wrrnow, Exves Secixa, "Nottingham Dee 1 at 12 Off Rec, 
4, C aang oe st, Nottingbam 
‘oRLock, Euma, B am, Somerset, Hotel Pooprietress 
Nov 3 90 at 11 Queen’ s Hotel, Burnham 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Agnawpatz, Epwarp, Denton, Lancs, Grocer Ashton 
under L; Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 19 


ew, Kilburn, Omnibus Proprietor High 
Bra ng 5! and I Get ov 19 Stapl Le 1 
ORY, AN, saac Bracey, e Gloucester 
Builders Bristol : : 


Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 1 
ne Heway a trem 


and Avian Carr, Kio on upon 
anor 7 


Borxtoy, 
Court 


rters Kingston upon H Pet Nov 
Gndees James. a st, Fancy Goods Dealer High 


Pet Oct 2 Ord Nov 20 
Corrazit, Jonatnay, Bradley Green, Stafford Grocer 
Macclesfield Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 
Onanstos, Jonx, West Hart! 
Pet Novi16 Ord Nov 16 
Daxozz, Wiii1am Laxvate, Liscard, Solicitor Liverpool 
ov4 Nov 19 
Hewey Rarry, jPevenge, Baker Plymouth 


- Pet Nov19 Ord Novi és 
GLAND, SamuRt, Troed: diw, — tationer Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet rd Nov 1 : 


epool, Builder Sunderland 


Pet Nov 18 
Evans, James, Liandilofawr, vanmer Carmarthen Pet 
Novi7_ Ord Noy 17 
Fonsrer, Gronor — Saddler Stockton on Tees Fet 
Noviz Ord 
Paszom, Wessaaon, Colchester, Builder Colchester Pet 
eect 18, Ord Hows ~ Old Bail Prin 
FRED ALTER, x ter High 
Court Pet Nov 5 Ord Nov 18 ~ 7 


oo, Sere , Combmartin, Devons, Butcher Barnstaple 

Nov17 Ord Noy 18 

Gaay, Gronor, Cleethorpes, Fishmonger Great Grimsby 
Pet Nov 17 


Hawnsox, J eo orth York, G Dewsb 
meter Goonons or 27 Wan, Ble been 
Wells Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 1 - 
ori Buzavern, Penzance, Cornwall Truro Pet 
Coachbuilder Wands- 


Jouyx Tuomas, Battersea, 
worth Pet July 10 "Ord Nov 18 
Houtarp, Wii11am Hewry, Jetouter, Ba Manu- 
facturer Leicester Pet Oct 23 Ora ‘ov hd 


Horror, Se dag om and gg 4 Horton, Kinver, Stafford, 
Stour’ Pet Nov 18 ‘Ord Nov 18 
Cardiff 


Scones ances, ff, Tobacconist Pet Nov 
ee Dealet Ame #8, + 3, Kings, Glos, Coal 
rus ps, ionaes a. Nottingbem Nottingham 
ek he oe 
eran as a oe 


Mase, Be Rosert pa, Milford Haven, Pembroke, 
Ms — ~~ Cambridge 23 ~ ames 18 
au dase eee Ord Noy 1 . . 


Henry, Lottianss Gets Gate, renal, J 
akefield Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 1 nad 


Nevwints, Hveo, Marklane High Court Pet Nov 18 

Ord Nov 20 
Pearson, Feancis Gates, Cardiff, Actor Cardiff Pet Nov 
Pa 13 oe Nov 19 Pad 

tLu1Ps, Davip, Praed st. angen, Clothier High 

Court Pet Novs ond Now 
ie Batpwry, Tottenham, Baker Edmonton Pet 
Ord Nov 19 

Quix, dud Epwarp James, Wych st, Strand, Journalist 
High Court Pet July 29 Ord Nov 17 


Rackuam, Frepericx Wititam, Leadenhall st, Commis- 
sion t Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 18 
Baker Ipswich Pet Novié Ord Nov 18 

Rostwsow, WALTER fone, Eekenhem, Norwich Norwich 

Sanpersow, WALTER Faep, Willesden Green High Court 

Snarviow, Georcz THomas, Derby Derby Pet Nov 19 
Ord Nov 19 
High Court Pet Oct 14 Ord Nov 20 

Sowsersy, Tuomas, Saltburn by the Ben, Baker Stockton 

Squiags, Wittiam Jous, jun, fran yo Wheel- 
wright Luton Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 

Srovotn, Cutter 
Bristol Pet Oct23 Ord Nov 19 

Nottingha 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 16 

ay Ricnarp. Abererave, Brecon High Court Pet 

Vewastrs, Davin, Mexborough, York, Butcher Sheffield 
Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 19 
Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 

Waves, James, Oxford, Fish Salesman Oxford Pet 

West, Writs, Cross lane, Eastcheap, Insurance Broker 
High Court Pet Oct8 Ord Nov 19 

Chesterffeld Pet Nov19 Otd Nov 
en A aries, Norwich, Painter Norwich Pet Nov 
Wortock, Ewwa, Burnham, Somersets. 
Bri ter Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 18 
causeway, Builder High Court 
29 Ord Nov 19 
London Gazette 

Burperr, Wriu1aM, Aston, Birmi ‘Coal Merchant 

Warp, Hanragrer, Bi Fish Dealer Birmingham 
Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 14 


Ricuarpsox, Eouunp James, Stoke by Nayland, Suffolk, 
Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 
Pet Oct 9 Ord Nov 17 
Surru, Sam, Red Lion st, St George’s in the East, Baker 
on Tees Pet Novi17 Ord Nov17 
Argrave Csanrtes, Bristol, Tailor’ a 
Sway, Ary, m, Greengrocer Nottingham 
ug 25 Ord Nov 17 
Watrtor, Faep, Doncaster, Railway Clerk Sheffield Pet 
Nov 1s Ord Nov 18 
Wippowsoy, Bexsamtx, Eckington, ald Accountant 
Nov 20 
» Hotel Proprietress 
Wrrrs, Jou, New 
Pet ‘Bept 
Amended notices substituted for those pppeaes in the 
of Oct 1 
wong 
Birmingham Pet Oct 11 pa 
Weaxe, James, Birmingham, Builder Birmingham Pet 
Septi4 Ord Oct 16 





All letters intended for publication in the 
“* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
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EDE AND SON, 


rope «6 feibM MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 

ary Nee by ah mye ew ey of the 

ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law W and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
f; poy and Olerke of the Peace, 


Corporation Robes, Universityand Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL oysvrandz company 
umutrzep, FIRE. 
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E.C., 22, Pall Mall, 8.W., and 47, 


<p 000. 
ee gn Paid-up, £300,000. 





To Her  aasestt 





1, Old Broad. 
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PARENTS, THEIR ona AND DR. TIBBIA 


No matter whether Paty or pan labour is m 
or even if, as is too =o ease in these days of 
struggle for existence, an excess of either has to be ac 
— or Tibbles’ Vi-Cocon will gos of nest tir 

be 5 white 
aoanied men and women ef fe resent , 
poe) often rr a oa ftaelf into a question of : 
jong pore sae Se Bee uire so much rar (eh ris 
pad pm vin dooe, re ig Food Beverage, such as 
Tibbles’ Vi gives strength, stamina, and build 
tissues. The disinclination for ™ 
effort and cxestion so often experienced will 
of the past; and heat in summer, and cold in winter 
all the bleak uncertainties of our trying climate a 
faced with Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa, which 
powers of nutriment, and im; stamina ‘ond at 
powers, ds to powers of endu rance, and enables 
who _ it to undergo greater physical exertion 


peiotebs Rr. tish Medical Journal says: ‘‘ Vi-Cocoa is a ' 
e beverage of great stimulating and sustaj 
proper sf seall 


ies.”” ~ Lancet says : 
and of really valuable is 
























A toe 
















uable foods. 


and the following is a v: 
say in the leading Unive: 
the Cambridge Independent 
ay writes : ‘* Mr. Onten, whose shop is b 

the ow of Magdalen College, says the people spas 
well of Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Coco.. He had a customer qi 
last og ory who spoke wonderfully in praise of it. 
sales had doubled and trebled. The University m 
for it, and it is clear that it has hit the public ‘ 
Again, Messra. | agen Bros., of Trinity-street, @ 
known as high-class grocers who do a large Uni 
trade. They state that last term there were F es 
inquiries by und uates for Vi-Cocoa that vided fae 
bound to get a stock of it, and oe pare pro 
sale this term, for which they find a 
— Varsity men come to the shop and ask for it” 

of which confirm the statements about this W 
ful Food Beverage appearing from time to time in iy 


Soxtcirors’ Jovana. 

names the Soricrrors’ JouRNAL &@ py sample tin of 

is done to ecard the 
this, for all Bnd yy Sd nvatuabl ay ane 
prea oe 
Stores, or from 

MAPLE & CC 

COMMITTEE ROOMS BANKS 


Merit, and merit alone, is what we claim for Dr. Tib 
Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa free and paid. is no 
It 
home. Dr. — bles’ V. 
on endurance and more sustained exertion, i) 
from all Ch emists, Grocers, 

Tibbles’ Vi-Coooe, "Limited, 60, 61, and 62, Banh 
CONSULTING ROOMS 








t reenter, Lag Be an extract fx 
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Vi-Cocoa, and we are to send to any reader 
all this. ’ i 
It is done to introduce ths moi of Visca am 
nod vitality, is 
Dr. Tibblee 'i-Cocos, 64., 94,, 1s. 64. Can be ob 
London, E.C. 
OFFICES BOARD ROOM 





SPECIALITIES IN 











ROLL TOP TABLES 
BOOK CASES AND CABINETS 
WRITING CHAIRS EASY CHAIRS 
TURKEY CARPETS 

LINOLEUMS FOR GLERKS'’ 


LONDON & PAR 


















